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offer his ſentiments to 2 public 
on any ſubject, whatſoever it be, it 
= Be weben 8 that he ſhould 
make, ſome apology for troub 
8 with his publication. 7 a8 


« 


x 


The Treatiſe that has given PEI to die. 
ewig remarks has been for ſome months. 
the nj of converſation, in public, and in 
"ow 3 which, whalt it Bree filled the minds 

moſt ſerious with the: deepeſt concern, 

To afforded abundance of ridicule and pro- 
faneneſs to thoſe that ſ in the ſeat of the ſeorn- 
* And as, for my own part, I cannot bur 
Took upon its contents as not only unfupported 
by, but coritrary to _ will of God revealed 
in ae ſetiptures, f 
85 and * to pernicious practice: 
A 1 truſt 


HEN a new author bete e 


N the world 


ing from licentious 


* 


* 


= ff 


I truſt I ſhall be juſtified in this my feeble at- | 


\ tempt to detect and confute its manifold errors; 


eſpecially as it has been announced in the pub- 


lie papers to be the production of a reverend 


Divine, who has not thought fit to diſavow it, 


but to my knowledge hath vindicated it to 

ſome and recommended it to others; I con- 

feſs I thought it indiſpenſably incumbent on 
ſome one of our clerical function to enter a 


public Proteſt againſt it, not only from the 
pulpit but from the preſs: this I have been 
long expecting, but hithefto in vain: leſt 


therefore the errors of an individual ſhould 
be imputed to the whole body of the ſerious 
.clergy,. and left this author and the public 


ſhould think that, becauſe it has not yet been 


anſwered by any of them, we deem it unan- 
ſwerable; . e hu aber > © 
upon this ſubject, flattering myſelf at the ſame | 
time that it may excite ſome worthy divines _ 
to favour: the. world with the ſpeedy produc- 


3 


I have humbly preſumed to enter 


tions of their abler pens. The conſtant work 


of my miniſtry, and the various avocations in 
various places conſequent thereon, leaving me 


but little leafure (had 1 abilities equal to the 


* 
* 


taſk) for entering much into controverſial © 
ſubjects; my deſign therefore, at preſent | 
is not, ſo much to engage in ſcholaſtic dil- 
_"+putations for the conſideration of the critic; 
as to attempt ſome kind of uſefulneſs to thoſe 


who defire no better authority than Thus ſalth 


be Lord. It he is but pleaſed graciouſſy to 
6 6 0 
1 5 Fra ; 
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* \ F- 


PPP 
atcept this little mite humbly caſt into his 
treaſury,” in his ſervice,” and for his glory, 1 


deſire no other reward; his ſmiles will be of 


more weight than the cenſure of the whole 
world: if his people are but in the leaſt n 
more eſtabliſhed in the truth; and the re 


my readers convinced by this teſtimony, that 


all, who have been called methodiſts, (beuß 
it be only for holding the doctrines of t 


h 
: ? e 
church) 'are not of thoſe ſentiments, which 


this author has unhappily adopted, and now 


exhibited to the public: if theſe ends, I ſay, 
are but effectually anſwered, 'my labour will 


of 


not be in vain; I have my reward: though 3 


in fo doing I ſhould bring upon myſelf the 


animadverſions of the ſceptic, and expoſe my- 


ſelf to the diſpleaſure of this author. A malis 
laudari vituperium, vituperari laus eſt: the 


praiſe of the wicked: is a diſgrace, whilſt their 
 cenfſure'is an honour : Such honour have all his 


and our bodies, our families and our poſterity, 


and above all our principles and profeſſion as 


I The cauſe concerns the welfare of our ſouls © 


chriſtians, too much to let it paſs without a 
ubhc anſwer ; though hitherto the gentleman. 


has eſcaped any direct public cenſure. The au- 


thor of theſe remarks has vo perſonal acquaint- 


ace with him; and if in ſome places he finds 
that he has treated him ſharply, it is no more 
than what the cauſe required. He deſires 
SOR oo 8 only... 
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+ 
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„ men 
V. be faithful, abhorring all compliments 


on 

and trimming at the expencs of truth and the 
goſpel; theſe he conſiders as incoufiſtent -with 

2 becoming firmneſs in the cauſe he maintains; 

eſpecially, at a time when the doctrines of 

grace are branded with a tendency to licenti- 

ouſneſs, and the preachers thereof unjuſtly con- 


1 
= ©» 7 


qe 
„ 


The intereſts; therefore of religion and mora- 
lity, or of grace and holineſs, call not only 
for a confutation of ſuch tenets, but muſt 
Warrant a ſolemn reprehenſion of the author 
that dares to advance and maintain them. 


Had this Treatiſe been wrote by a profeſſed 

'  lbertine and abandoned -debauchee, it would 
not have been a matter of ſurprize i bad it 
been an open enemy, iben I could have bonne it; 


or had it been the produttion-of "vv" 


church of Rome, 7 
abominations of the earth, it might be eaſily ac- 
counted for; nor ſhould I have troubled the 
public and myfelf on this occaſion : but for a 
miniſter of the reformed: church, a miniſter 
of the goſpel, a miniſter once deſervedly had 


mot her of harlats and of the | 7 5 


in great reputation for his diſtinguiſhed. talents, 


ſſtilled with more than ordinary zeal in the cauſe 


of God, (quantum mutatus ab illol) and at that 
time allowed to be faithfully devoted to the 
ſexvice of the ſanctuary; for ſuch a: one to 
embark in ſuch a cauſe, and to publiſh to the 
world ſo groſs a work, as it hath given great 
. CIT 9-9 dcn 
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PREFACE ͤ *+ 


10 the enemies of the Lord to Na phone 
fo muſt it cauſe thoſe _ are faithful in the 
miniſtry to mourn over him,  faying, ' Alas !' my 
brother > and with the ptophet to exclains; 
How is the gold Become dim, is the moſt fine 
eee on ES 2 


In this reſpect it is to be hoped, conſidering 
the ſcope of the book, and the function of Its 
author, that it is altogether unprecedented 5 
he has been at much pains, under the idea 7 
a ſecond marriage, to write af apology for this 
faſhionable practice of keeping a miſtfeſs. The 


prevalence of this cuſtom had already abated 


much of its odium ; ſo that there wanted no- 
thing but this finiſhing ſtroke to have it o. 
mended to us by a miniſter, from the preſs, ad 
_ facred and fcriptural: an opinion ſo horrid, chat 
I think we may well cry out,” How are the 
mighty fallen! tell it not in Gath, publith ie 
not in the ſtreets of Asſhelon, left the daughs 


ters of the Philiſtines rejoice, leſt the daugh- 


ters of the uncircumciſed triumph. Had he 
_ taken heed to himſelf and to Hit doctrino, according £5 


to the apoſtle's advice: to Timethy, he wou 


never have advanced ſuch principles, never vin- 


cally by wreſting the ſeriptures to -inculturs 


this dectrine; and this when the ſent- I 


5 % 


centious age more needs a''curb thaty's 1 
on aà ſubject of this nature. Nor that'l eat | 
conceive that the world in general will entet- - 
1 N 3 | tain 7 
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mia eee 
tain the moſt favourable opinion of the author; 
the worſt of men will abominate a clergyman 
that is an advocate for ſenſual gratifications; 


witneſs e en, letters, epigrams, and lam— 
poons, in almoſt every news-paper, on this 


ſubject; witneſs the public diſputations in 


places of amuſement, even on the Lord's day, 


by way of burleſque. on him and his treatiſe ; 
witheſs.. alſo the ridiculous and contemptible 
figure exhibited for him in the windows of 
many of our print-ſhops. And ſure I am, that 
men of ſenſe, of probity, and of religion will 


not think his arguments, however ſpecious, 


unanſwerable. What, though none of our 
brethren have as yet given any reply to this 
book, all of them will not, I hope, think 
themſelves obliged to keep ſilence. Certain 


it is, that this author can find nothing in the 

| Articles, Homilies, or Liturgy of the church 
of England to defend his principles; ſo that 

be can plead no authority from her, though - 

ordained in her communion ; nor. will the _ 


think herſelf obliged to him for advancing” 


this doctrine, nor any other profeſſing church 
of Chriſt in the whole world. 


- 


3 


Elaborate, however, as this gentleman's 
treatiſe is, and long as it has engaged his at- 
tention and ſtudy, even no leſs time, as I am 
informed, than teen years, (would to God he 
' had been better employed!) I dare not ſay, I 
much dread the preſent undertaking; though - 


— 


this 


1 


MREPRACE ' 
this muſt be a haſty performance, having be- 
gun to-read his treatiſe only, fince the com- 
mencement of the preſent year; yet, ſtripling 
as I am in knowledge and in grace, I ſhall not 
fear, in the name of the Lord, to meet the 
ſtouteſt Goliath that dares to defy the armies of 


£ 1 5 | 


Hall. 


; - 


bl 


With this view. I determined thus lately to 
give the book a peruſal; not to gratify curio- | 
ſity, not in expectation of conviction, improve- - 
ment, or edification, any. more, than I-ſhould 
from a treatiſe in defence of the faſhionable 
practice of ſuicide ; being equally fatisfied on 
the one head as on the other; but from an in- 

tention to bear my teſtimony, inſignificant as 
it is, againſt ſuch a doctrine, and to attempt a 
confutation of ſuch an enormous error. If I 
do not ſucceed to the ſatisfaction of the reli- 
ious or the learned, I truſt the candour f 
Go one and the grace of the other will incline 
them both to conſider this effort as neither 
unpardonable nor impertinent; eſpecially as I 
wiſh not to engage herein with the quibbling 
ſophiſtry of a layer, but with ſimplieity and 
godly fincerity, in a word, with ſound ſpeech, 3 
bat cannot be condemned, that he that is of the : 
-.: Cary 0 ey. be afbamed.- LE 3 


Nor ſhall I fear to incur the cenſure of my 5 
reverend brethren in the miniſtry; eſpecially _ 


PREPACE 


us ſo la 3 a body in the late convocation, wk: 
the archbiſhop of Canterbury and the biſhops 
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of his . at their head, have declared at 
the foot of the throne, that though bad men 
2 ars the prongs of a times, yet 
| ret, that the wich. 
iba — 
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1 deidte n e 
allveriiſement prefixed to it, informing 
dhe reader that ** the author doth nit 


Oy Kore e to call this treatiſe one of the moſt 
4. kesportant and intereſting publications that 


e have appeared fihce the days of the pro- 
d teſtant reformation.” How far this confident 


affertion in favour of a man's own 8 | 
Will be approved or adopted by the public, 
they ofily can determine: but for an author to 
' thitik* himſelf obliged thus to ſound his own. 


#4) 


= = trumpet, and vainly to puff off, like another 
e piric, his noftr 
- cahnot prognoſticate much in its favour. 


ther We might indeed ſuſpect a little oſten- 
tation here; ; but * of e the reader 1 | 
; WIG , | : 5 ; | . 3 18 | 


15 on the public frage, | 
a. 


£ 
*s 


TOE WOE nee: 
this is not the language of. vanity and ſelf- 
«« applauſe, (I own it appears to me as bor-, 


„ dering very near upon it) but of the 
4 
% who had peruſed the manuſcript, and en- 
*+* tixely approved of its making a püblie ap- 
<-pearance.” Who 8 — 
and pious men are, we are not told; perhaps 
it might gratify the public, though it would 
not much redound to the credit of thoſe per- 
ſons, if we were informed of their names; 
but this, I preſume, they chuſe to ſuppreſs, 
as well as our author, for reaſons that may be 


eaſily gueſſed ft. He makes no mention hbw- 


ever of a much greater number that have re- 
monſtrated againſt it in private; and when 
that. would not avail, have been conſtrained ' 


to bear witneſs, againſt it from their. reſpective 


nen dune“ The author pretends not, x 


At, 1cems, to any ** new. diſcoveries:“ indeed 
they may be traced up to their proper fountain 


_ head, 4 origin of evil. He has promiſed (vs | 


% much variety of entertaining matter; this J 
;preſume he meant by introducing: the, ſtory 
of © Whittington,” with many others, equally 
' amuſing, inlfruQive, and pertinent. As to its 
ſucceſs he obſerves, the ſupreme Diſpoſer 
of all events can effect the greateſt purpoſes 


＋ * 


by the, weakeſt inſtruments.;”, and he muſt 


. 


1 


give me leave to add, on this occafion, can 
. bring he greatef good out of the greateſt. evil. 


„ ye 3 Ws 1 17011 
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many eminently learned and pious men, 


* 


* 


e e ee 
Not that I have any apprehen ſion, though 


© this's thor” & recommends his book, and the 


<Urneatis he preſeribes therein, to the legiſla- 
< tive interpoſition,” that his maxinis will be 
adopted by any branch, eſpecially the principal 
onto of our legiſlature. Had Charles 'the ſecond 
indeed beet now ſeated on the Britiſhithrone 3 
had dur Court been a ſink of uncleanneſs; had: 
cacli Peer of the realm been another Rocheſter; 
this book might be admired, theſe principles: | 
adopted, ahd this practice enforced by the ſta- 
tutes of this Kingdom. But while we have 
ſo eminently: diſtinguiſhed a pattern of conju- 
gal fidelity at the head of this nation, re | 
with ſo amiable a Conſort, and happy in ſuch 
_ a'imutnerous progeny {the ſight whereof kin- 
dles the warmeſt . in the heart of every 
trus Engliſhman) I-truft my countrymen havo 
nothing to fear from this Komodo a 17284 
NOE Don IIS 10353 z 1 1018 5 1 | 
Neither; can I fuppoſe that our Nability _ 
Gear would” concur ani enacting a law in fa- 
vou of Polygamy; if. for no other reaſon; yet 
they muſt know that, in this caſe, the greateſt 
eſtates would: be too ſmall to maintain their 


numerous offspring, according :toi their birthy, - 


— whozmult ſoon be reduced to want and miſeiy, | 
andthe families of tlie ancient nobility:ſpeedily | 
ſiuk into oblivion; the children of one wife 
would juſtly claim an equal right of proviſion 
from their father's eſtate, as thoſe of another: 


dot ma would ere long .diſmember the largeſt: 
2 83 . 


1.757 J 


0 


neon that any of ous vobility-enjoy, . 
an endle — uarrels and of murders 
ane 2 by 15 Pine 1 


between — children 
ralty of Wer. 


. pt he harves = muſt know ber 

the imperial laws condemn Polygamy, 9. 
tit. 9. leg. 18. Eum qui habet duas uxores come 

vu inf amia, 1, 6. He is counted infamous that 


hath two wives. Diocleſian like wiſe made a 
law. againſt. having two wives, cod. lib, 5, tit. 


F. leg. 2. And the chriſtian emperors, The- 
odoſius, Arcadius, and Honorius would not 
ſuffer the Jews, that lived in the Roman em - 


pire, to have many wives, as may be ſeen dy 


8 their laws; ſo that the practice of the ancient 


Chriſtians, whether —— or miniſters, 


can afford no ſanction, any more than our. legiſ⸗ 


lature are likely to give attention and encou - 


ragement, to our author's e ee 
But if, contrary to my expectation, the 
% matters treated in his book (to uſe his . 
Words) ſhould become the ſübjects of their 


44 * ſerious copkderation, in their legillative car 


city; and thus the author gain one defita» 


= > end. of his labours;” I think, to be ſtill 


ef more extenſive uſe in his con 


| ach 
ſenators, he muſt be advanced to the be 


of biſhops, . perhaps oe Te wn | 


e N an afwer ee 
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1 R error a0, this book, The author 


IRR” 


"We come now to the. S of our 


author's preface, which he begins with obſerva | 


ing, that Fl treatife is founded 66 an an the au- 
66 thi rity o& the holy feriptures 5 » on this 
round alone T mean to meet him, and will 


Join iſſue with him in an appeal ta the lam and 


ie the teftimany : not with the chicanery of the 
bar, 1 in the uſe of ſanctißßed reaſon, under 


the ſole influence of that wiſdom which cometh . 


down from above; and ag the author cautions 
us aga) oft 8. the "wickedneſs. and craft of de- 

& ſigning Fn IF, alſo I will unite with 
him, an eart will cry, From the 
. 5 craft 1 e Nen, TY 2 


27 men means, it 1 0 « errors "Have * 
* found their. way into the. church, and by 
« uſage and cuſtom been adopted by human 
4 5 sture“ Vet cannot doubt that our 
ors, Who were concerned in the mak- 
u 8 laws of this kingdom, had as much 


. v7 iſdom as gur author to detect error, and as 


much hong to oppoſe it. His quotation from 
Leland I Fb e . * that it 
* 1s the mighty advantage of a written reve- 
* lation that by an inipartial conſulting it, the 
- 66 2 Fon. it may be detected, and 
«6 thin 77 be reduced to the original 
66 ſtan Fig fl had not. been, of . ns , 
opinion, 1 Would not have attempted. a confu- 


needs 


1 8 
1 4 ] : 
needs not to FRI fo far back a as. to oy the 

« nions and practices of, the Phariſees, be, Keck 
to illuſtrate this point ; We have heretics of a 
modern date, that are far from adhering, to, 
we revelation as the only rule of. faith and 
manners: « Happy for Hg, co 
40 Wore Wwe clear 97 Ives. of this ; charge; 3 
py indeed ! To prove that we- cannot, 

e adds, 15 the purpoſe of the followin 

: a oe”. No one that knows the ſcriptures 
can doubt, that he Bas 700, ell 15 cuted- -his 
deſign in this reſpect. Indeed, Ays, 40 if 
40 tl e reader ſhall find any thing that wrong, 
<< or detect any thing at 18 Shs 8 05 him 
< freely ſet it down to the Lare s account.” 
That we certain! I; muſt- do, withzor. without 
his leave, and F ear we ſhall Have ,cnough to 
do before we come to the end of 136 ook, He 
ralks of excommunication, Bad be 1 7 in the 
days of pope Victor: this in days s of Prifter 
diſcipline than the preſet, he micht have, Juſtly 
expected for his pains; not that I can anſwer 
for Bis eſcaping all eccleſiaſtical 'cenfu re note, 
if we may judge from the broad hides given 1 
the above-mentioned quotation om 'the alto 
of the laſt. convocatibn. The e points he in- 
5 oy fiſts upon, he ſays, are to be found. in the 
'« ſcriptures ;” they may, be feund t there, but, 
marke With a ſtigma, reprobated, and. con- 
denined. He obſerves, that he cannot be 
e "of the mind of See the Platoniſt, who 
0 Was ad to be a biſbop 1 in the Chriſtian 
8 $a . 


1 
* 
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«, church, but continued to be a determined 


4 Platoni 12 5 It will be well if he is not; 


but whether he is or not, J hope he will not 
be raiſed to be 4 5 Mob in this rate at leaſt 
until he makes his confeſſion and recantation 
as public as the offence he hath given the 
Chriſtian world, and the ſtab he hath given 
the Chriſtian cauſe, in publiſhing a book cal- 
culated to do much miſchief in this nation, 


Tho 


- unleſs 10e * = of the Lord Kat ] 4 558 a = 


Wok 2gai 


That awful Ne 3 our we RE is. n= 
thing. covered that ſhall not be revealed, which 
our author quotes, I pray God he and I may 
ever remember; and that he fone, he ſoon 
after alludes to, may not fall upon him, and 
' break, him to pieces. He immediately declares 
- himſelf © 4 free-thinker :* whatever. he may 
mean by this witticiſm, God grant he may 
not ſink into downright deiſm, infidelity, or 

atheiſm at laſt! I congratulate the reader on 
our author's admitting ſome idea of what he 
calls reſponſibility of men to women, as Well 
* ak reſponſibility of women to men; as 1 
had conceived the poor women were to be con- 
ſidered as bond-ſlaves; whilſt the lords of the 
creation were to be at full liberty to rove where- 


ever they pleaſe. \ 


"4% The = - are " deſired to look © Noon 
5 themſelves as mY Jury, and give a true ver- 


. I | | 60 dic 


whole may igfee upon I know not, or 
ws will be unanimous with chen ; 
whoſe- 97 has reached my notice; but 1 
know what verdict hf judge will direct them 


nee to be, „ 
| and the bed undefiled1, but whoremongers and adul. 


Having followed this learned. gentleman 
through his advertiſement, dedication, and pre- 
face, we how enter upon the work itſelf, and 

ats glad to find him ſpeaking (page the ſecond) 
ndlomely of our reformers : he wilt, I hope, 
therefore . pay ſomè regard' to theit advice; T 
will beg leave to refer him to the Homily 
againſt whoredom and adultery, 'a ſpecimen 
of whoſe thoughts on this ſubject 1 ſhall in- 
ſert in this place, viz. Mes this moft' deteflable 
n is ones crept into the breaft of the adulter er, ſo 
#hat' he is entangled with unlawful and unchaſte 
love's firaightways his true and lawful wife ts 
deſpiſed, her preſente is abborred,” Ber compa 
 Pimketh and is lbailſome, whatſoever ſbe dves 1s 
diſpr aifed, there is no quietnefs in the houſe ſo long. 
as ſhe is in his fight © thus through whoredom Ir 
the Bong and harmiefr wife put atbay, and an 
- barlot received in her flead. © O abomination! . 
Chrift, our Saviour, very God and Man, coming 


. 8 TY 2 ee VVV 
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of God: and again, O bow damnable js the flate 


"Wherein, adulterers fund! Swift defiruction. ſhall 


0 5 TS. - 


dhonouted,, hated, and deſpiſed. . He will once 
Pun this fleſhly and licentious manner of living, 
and cauſe that this holy ordinance, ſhall. be had in 
reverence and honour. on of far our reformers, 


„ „ WE 


ſolemn reprehenſion from them on the one 
hand, and a public recantation of his hetero- 
dox notion on the other. For though theß 
might think with Monteſquieu, I that in a 
« popular ſtate, public incontinence might be 

regarded as the greateſt of misfortunes;“ 
yet they would not, with our author, have 
eſteemed private incontinence as the leaſt. 8 


j. See note page 8. - 
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He talks however ſo much in the ſame 


page of the bible and its authority, that it 
puts me in mind of Satan's transforming him- 


elf into an angel of light : therefore it is no great 


thing if his miniſters alſo be transformed as the 
miniſters of righteouſneſs, whoſe end fhall be ac- 
cording to their works x. Nor can I forget 
Luther's mention of the devil coming to 155 
pute with him, with the bible under his arm. 


88 Human nature, I acknowledge, is the 
“ ſame now that it was formerly +.” Surely 


this is verified throughout the whole book. 


But as the author produces, and in-my hum- 


ble opinion perverts, the ſcriptures to ſup- 


port his tenets, eſpecially touching the law 
given to Moſes; I think it neceſſary in this 
place to give a brief account of this law, as 
the neceſſary baſis of my future remarks. 


* See 2 con. f. 131. tr.. 
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nA. L- 
Of the Law given to Moſes. 


_tion—the ceremonial, which preſcribed the pe- 
cular forms of the worſhip of the Jews, and 


ſpecial rites and ceremonies of their religion; 
pointing out Chriſt in his, perſon and offices, 


together with the privileges of his church ; 


whereof thoſe things were but the ſhadows, 
and which were to terminate in him the ſub- 


ſtance, the great antitype of the whole - and 
the judicial or political law; which directed 
the policy of the Feruiſhß nation, as under the 


peculiar dominion of God, who vouchſafed 


to be conſidered as their ſupreme magiſtrate, 
and as ſuch was only binding on the people of 
the Jews. „ 


The moral law was ſolemnly proclaimed by 
God with terrible thunders and lightnings, 


reduced into the ten commandments, written 
on two tables of ſtone by the finger of God, 
and given unto Moſes. This law, conſidered 
as 4 covenant of works, requires perfect obedi- 


EE ſyſtem of divine laws given to 
Moſes and the Jews in the wilderneſs 

> was threefold; the moral law, which 
binds all perſons, in every age, and every na- 
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| ence on pain of death, N ſpiritual, and 
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eternal; and promiſes life everlaſting to "_y 
one that ſhould e m wt *, 


When God created man at fc, he im⸗ 

rinted the knowledge ànd love of this law on 
th mind : but this is defaced by fin ; yet 
man s diſobedience can never annul the obli- 


gation” of the law of God. The la, there- 


zore {till demands perfect obedience, though” 
in our fallen ſtate it cannot be rendered, and 
the trauſgreſſor becomes liable to the whole” 
penalty 6 diſobedience, It alſo contains che 


will, and is. a tranſcript” of the mind af Gd. 
and thettfore' holy, Juſt, and gb . Nor can 5 


it admit of any change ks, thou 


man is changed, this. law neither 18 nor can b 6 


changed; it abates of none of its detndnds 3 N 


ſtill requires perfect obedience, atid has a cb 6 


deirming power over every one WH¹B⁰ Bas not 


led for refuge to tlie ſinneèr's friend, to 7 | 
WhO is e end of ibe lab i, ee 6 


PT one: that ale <A ) 1 
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By this. law is the dhe of for 1 ens 


_ the holy ſpirit applies it to the conſei- K 


and thus convinces of ſin, then the 
trag eſſor finds the Wänt of a Saviout, but 


| would never ek for Han, till he | foynd kim: 5 


227 N ect n ö T 192 72 285 209 l 


* ſom. x * 5 Sal. in. x0, 12, 21, James! lt. 19. a 


i Rom. vii. 14. "7 Nez I's | "Roth, nl. 20. 
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but received by faith—the, righteauſneſs, of God, 
becauſe God the Father deviſed it, God the 
Son fulfilled it, and God the Holy Ghoſt applies 
it and it is called the r7gheouſnefs. of the lau 1. 


becauſe it anſwers all its demands, and is ful- 2 
filled in all who believe. This likewife the © 
Holy Ghoſt muſt convince. us of; namely, 


that we have no ri 


* 


wad . * 


ghteouſneſs of our owng . 


but that Jeſus Chriſt, as Mediator, bath made 
an end of the fins of 2 fraifs finiſhed their tranſ- 


greſſun, made reconciliation . for iniquity,. and. 


brought in an everlaſting righteouſneſs u, which 
7s unto all and upon all them that believe &; 10 _ 
that Chriſi, who is made unto them. rightevuſe -. 
neſs , hath redeemed them rom the os, of the. 
law, by being made a curſe for them ++; and by.” 
his obedience they, are. made righteous.|. Fon what... 


7 


the fleſh," G 
of foul 


the law could not do in that it was weak. thraugh :-. 
od ſending. his. 0wn.Son. in the  Jikenefs 1\ 


le + and for fi. condemned ſin ; in be 


Rom. iv. 13. + Rom. i. 17. 
* Dan. ix. 24. 9 Rom. iii. 23, 


+ Gal. i. 135 Rome y; 19. 


t Rom. vili, 4. 8 
41 Cor. i: 30. 
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„ 3 
fleſh; that the righteouſneſs of the Iaw might be 
27 led in us, 5 a. Ed after the fleſh but 
er the ſpirit*. Do we then make void the law 
through 72 ? yea, we eftabliſh the law +, and 
it is fäl the rule of goſpel-obedience to them 
zwho are in Chrift Feſus, againſt whom (though _ 
' there is no condemnation 15 yet are they not 
evithout law to God, but under the law to Chriſt d. 
So that having loſt nothing of its ſubſtance, _ 
authority, and obligation, it is ſtill 'a landing 
rule of our obedience, though it ceaſes to be 2 
covenant of works to believers, and has no con- 
demning. power over them. ae OR 


It is obſervable, that theſe ten commandments,  . 
which are the ſummary of the moral law, were 
written on tables of ſtone ; but the ref of the 
law was not, to ſignify that he moral law is 
 lafling and permanent; whereas the others were 
temporary and changeable. Hence heaven and 
earth ſball paſs away ſooner than one jot or one 
zittle ſball paſs from this law ||. For what is 
good or evil in its own nature cannot be altered 
at any time, or upon any account. Other laws - 
and conſtitutions are calculated for ſome par- 
ticular ends, are. local and temporary, and 
| ſhall ſoon expire; but 2516 ſhall have an end- 
leſs duration, and a perpetual obligation. To © 


ien 21. © , in 7 


Jove 


tw 1 


love God and our neighbour, as on theſe Nod 


hang all the law and the prophets, can never be 
obſolete, never be abrogated, or repealed. It is 
this which makes the difference between a natu- 


ral and a pofitive law; the one is of things good 


or evil in their own nature, the other is of things 
that depend on the will of the i the 
one God himſelf could not but preſcribe unto 
men; the other he can diſpenſe with or abro- 
gate whenſoever he pleaſeth. The equity of 
the one is natural and therefore indiſpenſable 3 
that of the other is only accidental and arbi- 
trary. The one is an immoveable baſis on which 


ſome actions are founded; whilſt others are built 
on -Pofitrve conſtitutions, on cuſiom, on occafional 


emergencies, and the like: the one is therefore 
immutable in its very nature, whilſt the great 
lawgiver can at any time 'remit the other. 
Hence God cannot anriul this moral law, be- 
cauſe he cannot deny himſelf and his own eſ- 


ſential holineſs, of which it is a tranſcript z 
the diſtinction of right and wrong not being 


indifferent and arbitrary, but proceeding from 
an eternal rule. To this rule laid down in the 
ten commandments, to this divine ſyſtem of 
the decalogue muſt every moral and every 
chriſtian duty be reduced; and if the great 
legiſlator urges his dominion, I am the Lord thy © 
God; and his goodneſs, who brought thee out of 
the houſe of bondage, as ſo. many arguments to 
enforce obedience; ſurely wwe cannot be leſs 
concerned in obeying the divine — 

- INE who 


3 J 
ho have the Lord as our chwenhn. God, and 

who have received bleffings of a ſpiritual and 

higher nature, having by our great deliverer 
been brought from worſe than Egyprian bois 
dage, from that captivity and ſlavery, wherein 
ſatan and our own guilt had involved us; 
Surely then. there cannot be a more forcible 
engagement, nor a ſtronger allurement to obe- 
dience to the moral law, than this tranſcendent 


Hence our Lord fays, in that divite ſermoii 
on the mount, Think not I am come to deſiroy 
20 law, but to fulfil it; not to annul the moral 
hw, but to eſtabliſh and confirm it; to e 
plain and enforee it; and to vindicate it from 

the corrupt gloſſes that have been put upon it; 
as, Well as by my own perſonal obedience to 

* mngmiſhi it and mate it honourable. Thus is 
the moral law: {till Banding eſtabliſbei by the 
indiſputable authority of our heavenly teacher, | 


The ceremonial law relates to the office of 
the prieſts. and the Levites their worſhip, their 
feaſts, and -purifications: It repreſents: the 
by the ſpirit :; and in a typical way holds forth 
that ſpiritual worſhip, which was to be ren-⸗ 
dered to Jehovah under a better diſpenſation, 
even: that of the goſpel. This it was to ſhadowW]/ꝗ— 


* 


& 


ee e eee 
I J | forth, 
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: forth, and to keep up the faith and the hops 
"of the Old Teſtament-ſaints, till the coming 
of the promiſed Mefliah. This law then, be- 

ing the ſhadow, and he the ſubtance.: when the 
Fulneſs of the time was come, and God [ ſent forth 
his fon, who fulfilled all righteouſneſs ; ; its obli- 
gation ceaſed, and its authorit ty was repealed. 
So that to maintain the neceſſity of Lee ſa-⸗ 
crifices and purifications now, as the apoſtle 
argues throughout the epiſtle to the Hebrews, 
1 0 make the death of Chriſt of none effect. 
Thus we ſee when the bereite law, was te 
9 75 e e 5 on 
| The ve, or e, nw. con · | 
Ps Hof conſtitutions, which God pre- 
Leribed the Jews for theit c/v// government, as 
u ndtibnt he himſelf condeſcending | to be their 
Ang; arid appointih varidus kinds of fubordi- 
nate Sovernors ut er, him. For their ſtats 
Was 4 'theocracy ; aud as in "other ates the 
ehief rulers gave laws unto the people; ſo in 
dhis, as well the laws for their c/v1] governments 
48 for their worſhip, were divine, Were imme- 
diately from God. Hence their laws relariug 
to war and peace, huſbands and wives, parents 
And children, maſters and ſervants, food and 
raiment, houſes atid lands, corn and huf- 
bandry, money and cattle, birds and beaſts, 
'S&c. Ke. Theſe laws were given unto them, 
to remind them, that God was their king 
a N . „ 


1 26 1 
that they were diſtin from other nation as | 
2 ſeparate and peculiar cople ;_ and being in 
| themſelves admirably f uited to that nation, | 
dwelling in that country, and under thoſe 
eculiar circumflances, they vere: to be their 
a law as a commonwwxealt according to 
pH all actions and ſuits between, party 
| and, party were to be tried and determined; as 
in all other nations 1 are particular haws 
and ſtatutes, enadted- fc r he, regulation of the 
ly av and for the d 00 hon 257 e 
Now tk b ele K u tho 
precepts which were given to the 
government of their civil ſtate, never 2 
nor could be ien NY Have the leaft oþli- 
| gation, POR, Us. 135 er indeed, 3 18. it, necef⸗ 
lary, tb at the laws Every nation ſhould. be 
conformed to i 27 9 FP Jews lived 
under; every n having a 5 
to frame. ſuch aws 6s i 1 vi 1 
in to the moral law of Goc | 
- adapte: to, the i ee of e e 5 
cumſtances. of each reſpec 1ve nation, ban * 
beſt rule for thoſe "Of by WHO HIM HOOP 
. is to be governed. x 


© Theſe are the . "OY * tvs. UF | 
g Fee under the name of the Lau of 
Moſes ; which, appearing to be confounded. in 

| the work before us, rendered it neceſſary to 

premiſe Lg brick ee of the Whole? 


AS 


[ = ] 
as there can be no ſdund reaſoning, bat a per- 
petual jargon of words, and the quibbling of 
_ dophiſtry, except the terms are clearly and 
previouſly defined, explained, and underſtood. 
Accordingly we find this diſtinction in the 
books of Moſes; where by commanidments, 
mitzoth, eyroaz, are generally underſtood the 
moral precepts. contained in, and reducible to . 
the decalogue; by the fatutes, chuckhim, 
ic, the ceremonial Jaw proper to the 
Jews is meant; and by ordinances and judg- 
ments, miſhphatim, «pare, the oivil or judi- 
cial law of hat people is to be underſtood. 
Of theſe laſt, mention is made Exodus 
xxi. 1. Theſe are the judgments, &. [The or- 
dinances, or civil conſtitutions, according to 
which the judges were to determine between 
the people which Shou ſhalt. fet before them, that 
is, before the People of Ifrael, eſpecially the judges. 
„The judgments, that is, the judicial laws, 
e /anhnexed to the law, or ten commandments 
« fore-given, Ex. xx. for puniſhment of tranſ- 
„ greflors; as the ordinances about God's 
% worſhip and ſacrifices are commonly called 
atutes, or decrees : they are often diſtinctly 
mentioned, and theſe judicials were pro- 
© pounded by Moſes, not by expreſs voice of 
© God unto the people, as were thoſe fen 
* words in Ex. xx.—before them, that is, be- 
fore the Maelites; and in ſpecial, the ma- 
187 | | D I 40 g1{traics 


. 

ganatꝭs of Iſrael *. Fee ſunt 8 pre 

4oan judicialia ad populum j juſtè & pacifiet 

gubernandum. 7 om i. e. leges quibus 

Alites dirimerent 7. Theſe are © judg- 

ee the judicial precepts for the rightly 

and peaceably governing the people. Ties 

ments, namely, laws by which ney G 
45 ou an end to ſtrifes.” 0 14 55 


We God alfo the Gee ATTY occurring Ex. | 
xxiv. 3 3. Judicia, Jura quatuor prioribus ca- 
3 pitibus explicata, v. 4. Scrigſit uni ver ſos 

Jer mones: decalugum ſcripſit Deus in ſabulis la- 
Ppideis, Exod. xxxi. 18. Reli ua ſcripſit Moſes in 
Libro J, Heb. ix. 19. 6: Fudg ments, that is, 
the laws explained in the four foregoing 
chapters: Moſes amore all the word: Go 
*..wrote the ten words, or commandments, in 
ftables lone, Ex, xxxi. 18. The reſt Moſes 
4 Feen in 2 beet, _ ix. rg. Pot NO; 


FG 11 + we a aſcortyiped: this 
terial point, and ſhewn that there is, and 
muſt be à ſpecific difference between the vari- 
ous branches of the law of Moſes, which mult 
be attended to on this ſubject.— This author 
however mentions as yet but two kinds of 
Jaws, the! Moral and the LT ah 5 9 7 5 


* See . | 50 Pol ET ia o log. 2 11 1hid. 
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thoſe that are judicial with the moral ; apply - 


ing to the former thoſe paſſages of ſeripture 
that belong only to the latter; and then add- 
ing, that they ** all ſtand; on the ſame footing, 
„ and are no more ſubject to decay or altera- 

* tion than the ten commandments.;” why 
then were they not written on the #ws fables 
of fone, if they were to be of permanent dura- 


tion? and why is not one of the judicial laws 


equally binding on us as another ? and if they 
Are, not equally binding, by what authority 
does this reverend gentleman draw the line ? 


Upon the whole, there certainly are, ſome 


* who make the Bible ſpeak as they think,” or 
as they vb; given up to believe a lie,  wrefling 
the ſeriptures to their own defiruction ; and having 
their conſciences ſeared as with an hot tron : per- 
verting the oracles of God, to vindicate their 
don wretched principles and practice; and la- 
bouring to ſilence the qualms of their con- 


ſcience by the pretended ſanction of holy writ. 


God forbid, the riſe and progreſs of Thelypthorg 
ſhould be juſtly traced to this ſource ! © 
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ARRIAGE, . fays our author, page 
YI 8. is the union of the man and the 
Woman in .perfonal th rol of each 


« othet. This, he lays, is the only marriage- 
4 TEE] +45 oi 1. 1 3 N 4 
* ordinance which, we find revealed in the la- 
4 cred Teriptiires, Wherever this union ſhould 
ect to pals, though ,wo diſtinct and in- 


e dependent perſons before; they now were 


© to become as one. They Jhal be one fleſh, 
* Gel. ii. 24. and To indifolubly one as to be 
ſeparable: That this once, he adds 
<4 arofe ftorn this % of nion, is evident from 
4 1 Cor. vi. 15, 16. In all which there is 


* 


nor the lealt hint or moſt diſtant alluſion to 


any outward ite or ceremony adminiſtered 
* by any perſon whatſoever; but the Whole is 
made to. reſt limply and only in the perſonal 


+ unien of the man and woman,” 


Eb Bot « F 


So that according to our author, if © the 
% union of the man and the woman in perſonal 
© knowledge of each other,” be the Scripture- 
Marriage, it will be no hard matter to prove 
that ſornication is marriage in the fight of God. 
For what is fornication ? the great and learned 
Arclibifioþ' Uſher! defines it to be, — | 
TE 1 | Fg 


ae "E: 86k 65 os 
le per ſons. come together ous. of the tate 
| | Ago K. But, * our au or, Fg LAM A 
coming together conftitutes matrimony; fo. that 
| What he calls marriage, this worthy: prelate de- 
nominates fornication. 1 he. grounds 
his definition of martiage on its orig a in- 7 
ſtitution in Gen, ii. 24, and confinned by 
our Lord, Math. Xix. 6. In anſwer: to 
which definition, I would abſerve that mar- 
riage muſt be much more than the union 
of the man and woman in the mere per- 
ſonal knowledge of each other. It muſt be 
conſidered as à divine appointment, an inſtitu- 
tion of God anly, which can make that pecu. 
liar relation between a man and a woman, by 7/7 
Which their perſons and intereſts are 22 585 
regarded eas one, and this we ſhall find dy re 
| ferring i the original inſtitution of m 
in Paradiſe; where it muſt be obſerved; . | 
God made Adam and Eve yet by a diſtiuct 
and. particular act efterayards, he [Ara them 
together in marriage, be W her- unto the 
mas F, that is, ta be his wife. Adduxit ut 
eſlet vites ſocia & conjux f: be brought | her 
ta be the partner of his life and his wife.” 
By God's inſtitution, then, the man and the 


woman in in marriage are ade one, | wherein 
God himſelf had an immediate hand ; who by 


his PRE: made them both, 740 diſtinct per- 


; eee. 1 w ln fn. | 
ſoons 


£ 1 1 de 
t but by this: ſubſequent act and en 
made thoſe two ane gb This gives the ſane? 
tion to the cv contract, viell thus becomes 
4 religious and ſolemii ordinance 5 whereby the 


L 505 1 4 man if joined and united to his wife in a way 


agrecabſe to God's law, and tending to his 
honour ; to prevent uncleanneſs; fer the - prot 
pagation of mankind, and for the mutual helf 
and comfort of the edimeating yore: 1-53; 
Hicke #13 eden 20 $1344 un 
God ing thus vrought the: womun 10 PR 
aan} and thereby inſtituted the marriage, gives 
- Farther directions about it, and teaches them 
ia what light they are to regard each other: 
Therefore hall 4 man leaue hit father and his 
mbther, and ſball clenve unto his wife, and they 


Wall br ene feſb. Theſe words are not ſpoken 


by Adam but as our Lord declares, Math. xix. 
4, 5 by God himſelf; have ye not read tbat be 
which,made them at the. beginning, made then 
malt and female? And ſaid, far this\cauſe;fhall' @ 
mam lemwe father ant mother, and ſball 8 1 
his Aula, and theyetiuain ſball be one fleſh, Theſe 
them according to the beſt interpreter, are the 
words of God himſelf at the inſtitution of mar- 
riage . He ball, L RVR; the phraſe which our 
1 pp pepe e mn CY geh Ohne ne + 
V i 1 7 & 3595 "GT 
. cal. Vs . «£3 2— . ee a LL 
cha . Adbe rebit. Eraſmus, quem hie ſequor, ie 


experi Gena vocabulum, _ ſignifiemtar-arctiſfira oo 
8 jun 


4 / 


(OLED 


See Parkhurſt's Lexicon. 


„ 


agglutinabitur, ſigniſies glueing together; 


thereby expreſſing the near union between the 


man and his wife. To hs wife, or to his wo- 


man; for it is the ſame word uſed before in 


ver. 23; and by the words his woman, he 
ſheweth there is no lawful conjunction for a 
man but with one, and the a 2wife, become his 


by marriage, —and they ſhall be one fleſh, accordin 
S 5 the Greek 8 they . it 5 
interpreted in the New Teſtament, Math. 
ix. 5. 6: do: they two, whereby a man is re- 
ſtrained from more wives than one at a time, 
as will be ſhewn more fully afterwards. Nor 
is this ſupplying the word, in order to make 
the ſenſe complete, peculiar to this paſſage: 
thus Deut. vi. 13. Him ſhalt thou ſerve, that is, 
as Chriſt explaineth it, him only, Math. iv. 10. 
S0, but for the Priefls, Mark ii. 26. which 
unother Evangeliſt recordeth, but for the Priefts 
nl, Math. Xii. 4. ;—/hall be one fleſh —The 
union between them is ſo cloſe, as if they 


were but one perſon, and as one they are to re- 
gard themſelves. The man is the woman's, 


and the woman is the man's: the man is the 


4 junQio viri & uxoris, quaſi glutine conjunctorum, cyjuſmodi 
firmiſſimam & tenaciſſimam conjunctionem fignificavit Plato. 
Vid. Bexa in loc. | I 


It ſigniſtes to be joined or cleave cloſely to. It is applied - 
to the marriage-union ; alſo to the adherence of a ſeditious 
multitude to their leader, Acts v. 36. Plato uſęs this word 
for the ſtrict adherence of a man to his intimate acquaintance. 


— 


woman's, 


4 . 
* 2 
— 4 a nam — — 2 
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5 34. ] 
woman's, ſo as 10 other is to have a part in 
him as a huſband; and fo the woman is the 
man's, in ſuch a manner, as to belong wholly 
and ſolely to the man as his wife. Therefore 
by this act of marriage, neither party are to 
ſeparate or withhold the marriage vows and 
obligations from the other ; not the man from 
the woman, any rnore than the woman from 
the man: and that this union is for life is 
evident from what our Lord adds to the above 
quotation, what God hath joined together; let 
not man put aſunder *. If man therefore muſt 
not part them, they are to continue together 
till God doth part them: and they are to part 
with every thing elle, ſooner than with one 
another, even their deareſt friends and neareſt 
relations; yea, their very father and mother. 
We will now produce two or three inſtances 
more from the Scripture to hold up this mat- 
. ter in another point of view, and to ſhew this 


author has eatyely miſtaken the 1 of 
* 5 


. Epi are in \ the Sas; called 
wives. Math. i. 20. Fear not ia take Mary t 
3 Deut. xxii, 23. 24. If a damſel that 1s 
6 virgin be betrothed unto an huſband, and &c. 

becauſe he hath humbled his neighbour” 8 

. wirs. How then can mere perſonal union 

| conſtitute her a wife, who 1 is thus poſitively 
3 to be s virgin? or 208; the or 


0 
b * Math. in, 6, «Ft fad ng 
Gl the 


7 
the adulterer be more ſeverely puniſhed for 
their offence, had ſuch a perſonal union, as 
is ſuppoſed by this author to conſtitute the 
eſſence of marriage, actually taken place be- 


tween her and her huſband? In the ſecond 


place, it is evident in the caſe of Dinah; for 
though Shechem had humbled her, yet neither 
Shechem nor Jacob conſidered Dinah as mar- 
ried to Shechem' by this act of perſonal union; 


(ſuch diſcoveries were reſerved for more en- 


lightened ages) ſhe is ſaid in the ſame chapter 
to be defiled, or corrupted, not married, And 
accordingly Hamor the father of Shechem at 


the inſtance of his ſon earneſtly entreats Jacob 
that his ſon might be a/lowed to take her as a 


wife, | Neither muſt this be entirely placed to 
the ſcore of the ignorance of theſe Heathens; 
ſince it is evident that the moſt ungovernable 
anger was ſtirred up in the minds of two of 
that patriarch's family, from the conſideration 


0 that Shechem had dealt with their fiſter as wit 


an HARLOT. But wherefore the offer of an 
immenſe dowry accompanied with the moſt 
earneſt entreaties from the Hivite prince? 


wherefore Jacob's demur, and why were he 
ſons of Jacob grieved and very 'wroth, becauſe 
Shecbem had wrought folly in 1ſrael in lying with . 


Jacob's dau rhter, which thing- ought not to be 
done; if not! ng more than the holy ſtate of 
a 


matrimony h 


not capable of intermarrying with an Iſraelite, 
our author removes this objection himſelf, 


E 2 5 page 


taken place ? If it be objected, 
that Shechem was an Heathen, and therefore 


L. 36 1 


page 355 where he inſiſts that God, without | 


kinction, “ deems any. man and every man 


% the burdand 0 of the 7 he lay with.“ If 
theſe inſtances were not ſufficient to prove that 
mere perſonal union does nat conſtitute the 


eflence of marriage, we might alledge the caſe 
of the woman of Samaria, : ſohn iv. 16, 17, 18. 
Jeſus ſaith; g call thy husband. "The WAman 


| anſwered. and aid, T.; 4 No husband. Jeſus | 
ufe 


md unto her, thou haſt well ſaid I have: no | 
band, for. thou. _haft had five husbands," and be 
Bam thou now haſt is NOT thy husband ; in that 


thou 45522 It is evident from this 


| 3 2h that here was not pars perſonal union, 


but cohabitation. But the firſt of theſe Was 
Went of . it {elf to conſtitute marriage, ac- 
to our author's hypothelis ; therefore 

25 «Choi the true wiſdom, was miſtaken 
1 to the eſſence of Harklaße; if our. pie N : 


Muſh right, A 34) te * 
115 Thus, 1 truſt it bath been nal to FS 


that marriage is of a different nature from 


what this, author defines it to be ; far ſuperior, 
infiuitely chaſter, and, conſideri ing its e 


5 N inexpreſſibly holier. +6 Mat No 


— 


+; cannot here. paſs over Bis 3 on hs 


4 word harlot“ el; reed it to Bu a Woman 
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1% who proſtitutes her body for gain; thereby 
implying. that none can be eonſidered as guilty 
of fornication but the common ꝓroſtitute: and 
this in order to eſtabliſn his, favourite tenet, 
that what we ſhould call a perſon that lives in 
fornication with a man, or in other words, 4 
miſtreſs, 18 properly ſpeaking 4; une. But as 
he has quoted Parkhurſt's Gr. Lex. for his 
explanation of the word rem; if he had 
looked a little farther, he would find the fame 
learned man defining roprem, Wwhoredom in ge- 

neral; not only public proſtitution for hire, 
but any commerce of the ſexes out of lawful" mar- 

- riage : ſo that here it is not confined to hire, 

A woman may live wick a man as his miſtreſs, 

BE = yet not for ure, conſequently. according to this 
partial definition the is not a Whore. But in 

the quotation this author makes from his fa- 5 

Jvyourite Parkhurſt, he abſolutely omits a word, | | 
which makes againſt his whole ſyſtem, The 
word miſtreſs, in this view, is another Word 
with us for a kept woman, whether in a; ſtate 
of fornication or of adultery; that is to ſay, 

whether her keeper is a fng/e. or a married man; 
but in our author's idea, this ſame mifreſs. is 
neither more nor leſs than a wife. But what 
ſays Mr. Parkhurſt in the above quotation ? 
the Latin meretrix,, a whore (whence per- 

++/ haps by corruption our Eng. mPreſ5”*) &c. 

. Theſe laſt words as they bear hard upon a; kept 

miſtreſs, our author has with more artfylneſs 

Slog; LE than 


- * 
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„ „„ 
than honeſty entirely omitted, in order that 
nothing may claſh with his favourite notion, of 
none being a whore but a common proſtitute 
for Hire; whereas there may be a hundred 
caſes of whoredom, where hire is out of the 
queſtion. I preſume, I may be as great an 
incentive th this vice, yea greater than hire, 
even Where neither hire nor money is of the 
leaſt conſideration; where a wealthy woman 
may admit as Wealthy a man, nay, her own 
ſervant, to her bed: ſhe does not commit 
fornication for hire; is ſhe not rbergfore a 

whore? a l is en hr des eee f 
FCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC 37 3715308 Wt of one 
In p. 20. he repeats his aſſerkion, * that 
the marriage- union is only the perſona! 
45 Aon of 'the man and the woman, withot 
. any oh,elard rite or ceremony whatſoever.” 
he reader; I hope, will remember what 1 
have faid above; on God having brought the 
woman to the man; and this'by à diſtinct and 
Partieular act after he had made the woman; 
-and if this was not an outward ceremony, 
wat ebuld be one? Yea, could the nature 
and circumſtances of the caſe of the firſt man 
and woman poſfibly admit of any other? Be- 
ſides, as to perſonal union with an harlot, it 
_ bnly proves a ſimilar knowledge of a man and 
His harlot to that ef a man and his wife; but 
it does not conſtitute marriage; it does not 
Prove it of divine appointment; nay, the 


481 4 
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U 39 1 
apoſtle in the Ter referred to * rongly re- 


Le fly fin of fornication. 


Indeed it appears from p. 21, That the 
| only difference between marriage and fornica- 
tion is, © the intention of abiding by it,” whe- 
ther it is © merely to gratify a tranſient luſt 
„% or not, and whether it be with a woman 
% who' departs from one to another.” So 
that if a man engages his miſtreſs to continue 
with him, or only intends to abide by it; and if 
he means not to gratify a tranſient, but permanent 
tuſt ; and this with a woman who prefers 
Iiving 3 in fin with him to any other man; this, 
according to our reverend author, 1 1s not fornica- 
ton, but wenge. | 
- He then infers 70 ail what has been Kid, 
that marriage ſimply conſiſts in the union 
of the min and the woman as one body; 
for which reaſon,” no outward forms or 
0 ceremonies are requiſite in the fight of 
God; adding, © that no matrimonial ſer- 
vice can make the parties more one fleſh in 
the ſight of God, than the burial ſervice can . 
make the corpſe more dead than it was be- | 
„fore. In other words, it appears from 
what has been ſaid, that What other ole 
e 0 uperſtitious b " old-faſhioned-perſons 
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| have 


[ 1 : 
| have, always conſidered as fortiicatiori or adul- | 
tery, he is pleaſed to call marriage. As to 
our church-ſervice, whether it is more proper 
khan that of any other country, I will not un- 
dertake to decide; but I think it is of more 
uſe, than merely to ſerve civil purpoſes:“ 
L am. humbly of opinion, that however cheap 
it may be in our author's opinion, and hows 
ever ludicrouſly he or any profeſſed libertine 
may hold it forth, yet that it is more agreeable 
to the nature. of marriage, as a divine inſtitu- 
tion, that it be undertaken with /o/emnity and 
reverence, in the preſence of God and the congrega- 
lion, than for the tame couple to go N . as 
brute beaſts. Thus to give their mutual pub- 
8 ſtipulations, and the reciprocal Pligbii | 
their troth, or pledging their fidelity, to 922 
other during their lives; to have this ſolem- 
vized in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ge; to be committed in prayer to 
vo by the congregation for a bleſſing; to have 
a 2 ſolemn benedifion pronounced: by the Lord's 
ambaflader ; and finally to be way of 
the conjuga! duties from the ſacred ſeriptures : ES 
this ſeems to me more ſuitable to a divine in- 
ſtitution, more like an undertaking according 
0 the divine will, and bids more fair to iſſae 
in the divine glory, chan the kind of marxiage 
Bi s gentleman contends for. But as he is 
ſuch an advocate for the judicial or Political 
laws of the n of The, Jews, one ſhould 
Ty 0 g W 


LT 


„ 


ſolemnities in marriage *. 


I grant that © marriage is not man's ordi- 


& nance, but God's inſtitution,” p. 22. Vet 
* On the evening before the marriage the bride is led to 


the bath by her companions, making a ſound with inſtruments 
as they go along. Being waſhed, ſhe returns, and her friends 

| ſing the marriage-ſong at the door of her father's houſe, 
On the marriage-day, the bridegroom and eſpecially the 
bride dreſſes herſelf as fine as poſſible. A number of young 
men attend the bridegroom, and young women the bride. 
They are ordinarily married under the open air, on the bank 
of a river, or in a court, garden, &. The parties, each co- 
vered with a black veil, and with another ſquare veil, with 
four hanging tufts on their head, are placed under a canopy. 
The Rabbin of the place, the chantor of the ſynagogue, or 
the neareſt friend of the bridegroom, taking a cup full ot 
Wine, and having bleſſed it, and thanked God for the crea- 
tion and marriage of the ſexes, cauſes the parties to taſte the 
wine. Next, the bridegroom, by putting a golden ring on 
the hand of the bride, weds her to be his wife. The contract 
of marriage is then read, and the bridegroom delivers it into 
the bands of the bride's relations. Wine is brought in a brittle 

| veſſel, and being fix times bleſſed, the married couple drink 


thereof, and the reſt of it, in token of joy, is caſt on the 


ground, and the bridegroom, in memory of the. ruin of 


their city and temple, with force daſhes the veſſel to the 
ground. When, at the end of the marriage feaſt, they 


come into the bridegroom's houſe, and after a long bleſſing 


fung over in Hebrew, they take ſupper ; after which, the 
men and women, at leaſt ſometimes, dance a little; not in 


our laſcivious and mixed manner, but the men and the w 

men in different apartments. After rehearſal of another long 
bleſſing or prayer, the bride is led to her chamber. Brown's 
Dic. ſee Marriage. Hence the Sponſalia among the Hebrews 
were called Hidduſhim'from their ſanity. - Marriages among 


1 


the ancient chriſtians were publiciy (Tertul. lib. 2. ad uxor.. 


cap. 8.) performed with the ſolemn conſecration gud bleſſin 
LO F c I do 


think he would at leaſt pay more regard to the 


* 
i, 
, 4 * 
1 5 
{| 
| ! 


5 Ll. | 
I do not ſee that for that reaſon it tenders a 
marriage- ceremony more needleſs or ſuperſti- 
tious, than the adminiſtration of any other. 
ordinarice of divine inſtitution, performed by 
men in public worſhip, which is commanded 
to be done decently and in order, evoxnworws 
| el x&T& Tet: How far marriage would be 
| | performed decently and in order, or as it is 
= Uterally, in good faſhion, and without confuſion, 
(unleſs reverently ſolemnized by ſome outward 
ceremony) let any perſon judge, without fear- 
ing the cenſure or contempt of this author, 
who compares the outward ceremony and ra- 
tification performed by the miniſter, to the 
& piece of wafer conſecrated by a Popiſh prieſt.” 
What though other things are eſſential to 
marriage, ſuch as “ the contract before, HY 
the conſummation after” the ceremony; is 
the ceremony therefore uſeleſs in the fight f 
God or man? Why ſhould the one or the 
other ſuperſede the propriety or the expedience - 
of the intervening ſolemnity; which, as the 
middle link, connects the two ends of the chain 
together? This reaſoning may do for a /awyer, 
but it will not ſtand the teſt of ſound a gumen- 
tation, nor paſs muſter in the ſchool of Iogie. 


12 
* 
1 : £ 


Phe author proceeds, iu confirmation of 
his - afſertion, - to the conſideration of twW-wůũʃõͤ 
texts, which he meets with in the Jaw of 
Moes, that is, che Judicial, civil, Patutelay 
of the Jewiſh people. Though we proteſt 


againſt 


a 7 


againſt the authority of the political law of 
the Jews enacted for that nation only, over 
any but themſelves, let us nevertheleſs hear 
what he ſays, and the concluſion he draws 
from his own explication, The firſt paſſage 
is Exod. xxii. 16, 17. Fa man entice a maid 
that is not betrothed, and lie with her, he ſhall 
ſurely endow her to be his wife. If her father 
_ utterly refuſe to give her unto him, he ſhall pay 
money according to the dowry of virgins. © 


-- 


On this paſſage he remarks, ** that fathers 
during the minority of their daughters, parti- 
cularly in the buſineſs of contracting marriage, 
had a negative in their power ; that if the 
daughter betrothed or eſpouſed herſelf to a 
man, yet if the father with-held his conſent, 
neither the betrothing nor eſpoufals could be 
Carried into execution. But he adds, in the 
paflage before us, matters were gone too far to 
be recalled. The man had. not only enziced 
_ the maid, but had actually lain with her, there- 
fore God commands that he /hall ſurely endow 
Ter 10 be bis wife, For now the primary inſti- 
| | tation took place, they ſhall be one fleſh; and 
what God had joined together, man could not 
W e e 


Thus far our author on v. 16. now let us 
read what follows v. 17. F her father utterly : 
Teſuſe' 4% Five ber unto him. Ir HER FATHER. | 
REFUSE, how can he, how dare he, refuſe ? 
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They are married, on this author's hypotheſis, 
For he has lain With her ; and if they are mar- 
ried, God hath joined them together ; and if 
they are joined together by God, man could 
not put them aſunder. Vet here it is ſup- 
poſed, nay granted, that the father could put 
them aſunder, by his utterly refuſing to give 
her unto him. Therefore they were not joined | 
together by God, they were nat married in his 
fight, conſequently this author's opinion of 
marriage being only a perſonal union falls to 
. the apes for it is f r there was this per- 
ſonal union on the one hand, and yet there 
Was no marriage, or the father might prohibit 
it, on the other. How ſhall our author get 
clear of this? There is no other way bs by 
putting a ſtrained conſtruction on the word: i, 
and tranſlating it though ; adding, not that 
% ſuch marriage ſhall be null, but though he. 
s refuſe, &c. he ſhall pay the dowry." That 
i according to. him, he > ſhall ſurely endow: 
Her io be his ww > hy by paying the dower into 
the hands of the father after the marriage, 
* as he ought to have done before hand.“ So 
then, if the father would not conſent, ſtill the 
marriage took place, and the man was to pay 
the dowry ; in other words, he was only to 
pay what he mult have paid, if he had gained 
the father's conſent. What ſhall we call this 
| Fooliſh quibbling perverſion of ſcripture  to- 
maintain a favourite point? But here even 
Montanus fails him; for upon conſulting that 
C learned 
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learned Hebræan, I find he tranſlates 


implies the father's power to with-hold his 


conſent, and conſequently to prevent the mar- 


riage; therefore this author's argument falls to 
the ground. What then is the plain interpre- 
tation of this text? Even this, that if a man 
enticed and lay with a young woman, he 
ſhould be obliged to marry her; unleſs her 
father ſhould refuſe his conſent 3 in that caſe 
he was to make ſatisfaction for the injury done 


to the woman; he ſhould not eſcape free; 


but he ſhould pay the ſame ſum of money, as 
a fine for defiling her, as he muſt have paid as 


her dowry, if he had married her with her 


father's conſent. Hence we ſee, that though 
the judicial law, in honour of the married 
Nate, appointed the marriage as a puniſhment 
to the man, and a recompence to the woman; 
yet, ſuch was the parental authority, that if 
the father with-held his conſent, it could be 


no marriage. Conſequently his lying with her 


was not marriage, and of courſe the very paſ- 
ſage our author produces, and lays ſuch a ſtreſs 
upon, ſerves directly and moſt irreſiſtibly to 


militate againſt him. Not much more to the 


purpoſe is the other text that he chuſes con- 
ſtantly to accompany the preceding one; 
Deut. xxii. 28, 29. Fa man find a damſel that 


1s virgin which is not betrothed, and lay hold on 
her, and lie with her, and they be found ;' the - 


man that lay with her, fhall give unto the damſel's 
e : 1 father 
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well as our own tranſlators ; which certainly 
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* Ady Helen of filver, and fie hall be bis 


, "becauſe be bath bumbled. Ao be. 0 ot - 


h yo ber away all his days. 


This differs bene that of Ex. xxii. 1. 17. 
thi ſpeaking of a woman being laid hold on or 
forced—that of a woman that had conſented, 
being enticed. The dowry that was fifty 
ſhekels was the fine to be paid to the father 
for lying with her, and marriage was enjoined ; 
the man being ſuppoſed. to have been unmarried 


before, as appears from comparing theſe words 


with the foregoing ones; for the chapter had 


been treating of married men before *; Which 


fine was to be paid not to the maid but to the 


father. Here violence was offered, and he 
lay with her by force: there the maid was 


_ enticed ; moſt probably with the hopes of fu 


ture marriage. The fine was alike in both 


caſes; ; but in the former it was left i in the op- 


tion of the father to expect the fine, or to in- 
fiſt on the marriage. For the enticer does not 


| pa y the fine, unlefs he doth not marry her; but 


e that forceth a 3 payeth the ſine at any 


rate, fp ſhe ſhall be his wife; he ſhall nat 
only be fined, which ſhall be paid to the fa- 


wee, but he ſhall be compelled to marry her 
beſides : the father's conſent being ſuppoſed by 


" analogy with Ex, xxii. 17. But be this as it 


Si vir, nempe inconjugatus, ut intsce deli demodſtrat N 


„ nam de OA ſeu maritatls haftends when 
r N | ve 
may, 
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1 may, whether it is implied or not in this cafe, 


it is clearly and poſitively expreſſed in the 
other; in which caſe, by the father's autho- 
rity the marriage might be prevented. More- 
over, he that had forced her, muſt pay a 


dowry, beſides marrying her; and cannot put 
her away, how diſagreeable ſoever ſhe might 
be to him afterwards; and this by. way of ſe- 


vere puniſhment to deter men from ſuch ſhame- 


ful vices; and excellent political laws theſe 
ate, nor are our ſtatute- laws in this reſpect en- 


tirely deficient. For with us, if a man RE 
with a woman, and ſhe proves to be wat! 

child, is he not apprehended, brought before 
the magiſtrate, and compelled to marry, the 
woman (which I could with were | umver- 
_ ally to be enjoined by act of parliament, both 
parties being already unmarried) ; or if that 
does not take place (as perhaps the father or 
one of the parties may object to it) is he not 
obliged by way of ſome puniſhment to main» 
| tain the child? which will be a fine of mote 


than fifty ſhekels ; the ſhekel being leſs than 


half a crown ſterling. And as to the man 
that commits whoredom on a woman, by vio- 
lence or rape, that we know is puniſhable wat! 
death, Such then is the nature of the ſtatute- 
laws of the Jewiſh people on the one hand, 


ndnd ſuch the nature of the ſtatute- laws of t 


Engliſh nation on the other; ſo that bot 


caſes are in ſome degree provided for in our 


code of lawys, as well as in theirs; nay in one 
LF ER reſpect 
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reſpect more ſeverely with us than with them. 
But what has this to do with the author's 
argument? Theſe laws, it is evident, do 
not ſtand on the ſame footing with the ten 
cominandments, as our author declares, p. 11. 
becauſe they are (though he aſſerts they are 
not) ſubject to alteration; witneſs its lying with 
the father at his own option to give his conſent 
or not; whereas the ten commandments are 
ſubject to no alteration. Moreover, it is no 
leſs manifeſt upon the whole, reſpecting both 
theſe paſſages, that our author has been guilty 
of the moſt glaring perverſion and miſconſtruc- 
tion of ſcripture, - and his hypotheſis proved 
1 abſolutely without foundation; all therefore 
© | that he has ſaid upon this ſubje& muſt of courſe 
3 fall to the ground. 5 2 s 


IAlI ſhall not ſtay to remark any farther on the 
RE oddity of the compariſon between the Vicar of 
1 Bray and Methuſelah, * than juſt to obſerve that 
| a if verſatility warrants a likeneſs to that famous 
_—  aunprincipled waverer, we may eaſily find a fimi- 
5 larity of features to the former, in one that is not 
much above the twentieth part ſo old as the 
%%% TTER „ 
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| Nor ſhall 1 contradiet the accounts he has 
"8 collected, from Dr. Alexander's hiſtory of wo- 
n of the euſtoine of ebenen een: 


. . 2 ; 3 and 


i Gel 
#:nd that for a plain reaſon, becauſe I hive never | 
on this ſabject ſtudied, as he has done, * Pie 
L 20% 125 
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3 He proceeds now to o lamp. « our ſyſtem in 
“ England as very injurious and cruel,” as it 


<& deſtroys\one grand inducement to matri- 


% mony, where a man and woman have lived 
together and had children, by ſtamping baſ- 
10 tardy on the children without remedy: 
5. whence fo inhuman a plan ſhould be derived: 
into the common law of the realm, he ſays, 
cannot well be deviſed+.” But does not the 
feripture call them baſtards? Deut. xxiu. 2. 
& Quivis extra conjugium legitimum natus, fays 
Gerundenſis, any one born out of lawful mar- 
riage.” So that our law, which admits 'of no 
eoncubinage, has reaſon for baſtardizing all chil- 
dren begotten out of marriage. But fo far from 
this re any inducement to matrimony, 
J humbly conceive the caſe is the very reverſe. 
For who that wiſhes their offspring ſhould be 
legitimate, and is not indifferent about entailing 
infamy on the fruit of their own body, would 
take the moſt effectual method of baſtardizing 
their iſſue by begetting them out of a matri- 
mwonial ſtate? This appears therefore the pro- 
reſt means to prevent vice (as far as the laws | 
of man can r it) to encourage marriage, 
and to be a ple A to wee 8 


E a *P, 33. + mia. 1 5 
unn, 8 | | Sers; 


ons of that t time. 


1 50 ] | 
to know that by the laws of the land 
an children born out of wedlock ſhould be 


deemed a ſpurious race. Our author indeed 
imputes this, to ignorance and barbariſm;“ 


yet I believe, as far as human forecaſt and ſound 
policy could provide againſt the ſad effects of 


fornication, this will be found the moſt effec- 


tual remedy that could be deviſed by: 3 man. 


- It is curious to 3 from our Fort he 8 
ſucceeding paragraph, viz. that at the latter 


'« end of the twelfth century, Pops Alexander 


% made a conſtitution, that children born bee 
s fore the ſolemnization of matrimony, where | 
+: matrimony followed, : ſhould be legitimate; 


I F fay, one cannot but take notice, that, = oh 
it will ferve his purpoſe, the authority of the 
Pope himſelf ſhall be produced and pleaded in 


favour of his tenets. But however free from 
ignorance and barbariſm the world might be 


in the rrvelſib century, even in the time of Pape 


Aerdader the IIId, I hope it will be needleſs ta 


ijnſiſt that we have improved at leaſt in ſame - 
degree in light and knowledge ; ſo far from 


being leſs civilized _ leſs pol ic ons our ata 


"4 * ; 


16 able our wither, © than mama th 


, 6 huſpand of the virgin. he lay: with, &c.““ 


But I have befare 'praved that it was in the 
father's power to prevent the marriage; ſo that 


0 of courſe the act 9 wirh her could not 


1 deqomigate | 
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denominate him her huſband 3 beſides it was 
after he had lain with her, that he was obliged . 
to take her to be his wife, even if the father did 

_ conſent; which taking her to wife ex poſt facto 
was deemed a puniſhment to himſelf, and a re- 
paration to the woman, and was a ſubſequent act 
to the fornication; conſequently marriage is 
ſomething more than perſonal union. Strictly 
ſpeaking, I do not apprehend that he was 
_ deemed a huſband on account of the fact, more 
than any lewd fellow would be now, that 
ſhould be brought before a magiſtrate, to be 
| ſworn father to a baſtard, till he ſhould ſubmit 
to the ſolemnization of marriage; then he 
would be a huſband, and not before. By the 
way, if ever ſuch a caſe ſhould come before our 
author as a magiſtrate, he muſt, be much hams. 
pered between his preſent principles as a caſuiſt, 
and the duty he is ſworn to the execution of 
in his office as a juſtice of the peace. When 
the officers of a pariſh apprehend a man, and 
bring him before the juſtice for ſuch an offence; 
I ͤ think his worſhip muſt be very aukward in 
being obliged to act either inconſiſtently with 
his oath on the one hand, or his principles on 
the other, as he muſt acquit the man in his 
own mind from any offence againſt the divine 
law, for he muſt conſider him as married to 
the girl in the ſight of God, by the communi- 


cation of their perſons, to each other; never- 


theleſs he may be obliged to puniſh this man; 
(for what? he has married the girl, he has fam 


1 preſume, has been many years his favourite 
ſtudy. But I have authority from the law- 


3 


with her, therefore he is her huſband, according 


to this author, and yet, circumſtances may ren- 


der it neceflary to ſend him to a Bridewell. 
But perhaps he will ſay, © I cannot alter the 
laws of the land, this is what I wiſh to do, 
and I have remonſtrated againſt them as 
* iniquitous, injurious, cruel, and unſcriptural.” 


But why then ſhould he put himſelf into of- 
fice? there could have been no compulſion. A 
man may be obliged to execute an inferior office, 
that of a churchwarden, a conſtable, an over- 
ſeer of the poor, but not that of a magiſtrate ; 
why then voluntarily engage and continue in 
that office, which muſt be executed according 
to the ſtatutes by oath on the one hand, and yet 
be diametically oppoſite to his favourite opi- 
nion on the other? Surely he muſt be dreadfully 
embarraſſed between the principles of his own, 


breaſt, and the poſitive laws: of his country; 


and is the leſs to be pitied, as it is a voluntary 


engagement. To be conſiſtent therefore with 
himſelf as a man of common ſeuſe and com- 


mon honeſty, he muſt either recant his tenets, 
or renounce his office. Eſpecially as he ſays, 
There is no ſtatute againſt the defilement of 
* our: neighbour's wife.“ He muſt be more 
acquainted with the ſtatutes, as a lawyer, than 
myſelf; and eſpecially on 7s ſubject, which, 


books, which I have now conſulted, to obſerye, 
that though the ſin of adultery is properly _ ; 


„ Ss 


: | . 
of right belonging to the cognizance of the 
eccleſiaſtical juriſdiction; yet that it will not 
be denied, but that as it is an offence againſt 
the peace of the realm, the juſtice of the peace 
may take cognizance thereof. In another 
place it is ſaid, © Adultery and fornication 
were anciently inquirable in the torn and leet: 
and this power does not ſeem to have been 
taken way by any ſtatute “.“ ae 
I will only ſubjoin the following clauſe, 
which I would recommend to every clergy- 
man's particular conſideration. By the 1 Hen. 
VII. c. 4. It ſhall be lawful to all archbiſhops 
and biſhops, and other ordinaries having e- 
_ © piſcopal Juriſdiction, to puniſh and chaſtiſe 
< prieſts, clerks, and religious men, being with- 
© inthe bounds of their juriſdiction, as ſhall be 
© convicted before them by examination and 
 * other lawful proof requiſite by the law of the 
church, of advoutry - (adultery) (Note, a 
married man lying with another woman, as 
well as a married woman lying with another 
man, is by our abſurd, wretched, and cruel 
«ſyſtem of laws judged adultery) fornication, 
_ © inceſt, or any other fleſhly incontinency, by 
committing them to ward and ' priſon; there 
to abide for ſuck time as ſhall be thought to 
their diſcretion convenient for the quality 
and quantity of their treſpaſs. And there 


e Bums Juſt. v. 2. p. 120. under Lewdnelss * 
£35.57 hs | © have 
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© have been inſtances, ſince the Reformation, of 
. © cleargymen (Mind this, my reverend bre- 
© thren, notwithſtanding what our reverend 
author has ſaid, and the impunity he has aſ- 
« ſerted) of clergymen, I ſay, being deprived 
< for adultery ; of Which our law-books take 
notice, viz. one in the 1 27h, another in the 
5 16¹b, and a third in the 27 year of Queen 
Elizabeth“. Our ſtatutes therefore Rave 
enacted, and ou Js nr 3 inflited, 
puniſhment on ſuch offenders; ſo that our au- 

or mult be miſtaken here alſo; Fg ail 


Not but that I could heartily wiſh. that adul- 


„ S © * 


Once more; our author is ſo peremptory, 
: ing the man having enticed a maid, that 
the la of God can never alter or ceaſe, he ſhall 
fare her to be his wife +, But let it not 
be furgot there is an 5, conſequently this judi- 

eial law.of Moſes is not unulterabls nor perpe- 
nully and indiſpenſably binding in every caſe: 
therefore his aſſertion, that it as much re- 


Bun Fed. Law. v. 2. p. 354. THe LIFo 
+ _ mains 
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E 
c mains in force as the laws againſt theft or 
% murder, is nugatory, groundleſs, and falſe : 
nor do I know of any that alogs tho latter. 


: Upon the whole, nothing can be mere ab- 
ſurd, nothing more pernicious, nothing more 
contrary to the laws of this land, nothing 
more repugnant to the law of God, than our 
deluded and moſt wyretchedly ſelf- opinionated 
author's idea and definition of marriage; 
which in the ſight of God and man is and muſt 
be no leſs a ſolemn and religious, than a civil, 
contract between one man and ove woman, and 
even this ſhould be in the Lord * ; as unequal 
marriages have the greateſt ' tendency to lead 
profeſſors of true religion into apoſtaſy. Abra- 
ham and Iſaac were careful to prevent their 
children marryirig with Canaanites : nin - 


. deed God prohibited the Hebrews: to marry - 


with any Heathens 1 hence Ezra and Nehes : 
miah cauſed the Jews to put away: their hea- 
theniſh wiyes &. - Unequal marriages between 


the ſans of Seth, who profeſſed the true reli». 


gion, and the fair deſcendants of Cain, wers 
the original gauſes of the deluge] Hence tho 
neceſſity of marrying aecording to the divine - 
will, to e Ara -blefling. + When it 


is thus undertaken, we have a Warrant from 


| * Cor. vi. 39. + Gen. xxiv. 27 and 2 f 4 Ex. xaxiv, 16, 
aa ix, dad 10. Dich. zii. 184. W 
N _ 
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G04 to declare, that marriage is Wed in 
all and the bed. undefiled, But 1 0 N _- 


Loans God ill judge. 
T- This brings me to our author's next chapter 
bf whoredom as nen 1 7 5 
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F perſons come together out af the: ſtate 
«© of matrimony; thus I find it defined by a 
Abet excellent and uncommonl learned pre- 
late . By Dr. Johnſon ſ it is thus explained, 


60 eb ag or commerce with an unmar- 


dried woman: and he defines 6g concubine, Elk 


«644 woman. kept in fqrnication, a whore.” 
And in Chambers's Dictionary, 4 find bis ac- 
count of » fornication and whoredom to be 
the act or crime of incontineney between 
< ſingle perſons; for if either of the bun be 
* married, it becomes adultery. Concu- 
biuage, be mays, „ is uſed ſor -a man and a 
% maid's cohabiting together in the way of 
4 ma marriage, without having paſſed the cere- 
"6 mony e 5 ere FA concubing he, 


5 be + 66 * defines 


' | | 1 57 Þ | 
4 defines to be a woman whom a perſon takes 
“ to cohabit with him, in the manner, and 
% under the character, of a wife, without 
* being authorized thereto by a legal mar- 
es triage.” | 1 5 


4 


Theſe great authorities will not, I preſume, 
be thought impertinent, or improperly intro- 
duced at the beginning of this chapter ; but 
will have their due weight on the mind of the 
unprejudiced reader; notwithſtanding our au- 
thor's very partial and lame definition of it, 
which according to him is, a woman's giving 
her perſon to a man, without any intent of 
% marriage, but either for the mere gratifica= 
“tion of luſt, or for gain or hire, and de- 
5 parting from that man to others for the 
*« ſame purpoſes *.” On this definition I can- 
not but remark, fiat, that in other parts of his 
book he makes a woman's giving her. perſon 
to a man to be marriage; and yet here it 1s 
ſuppoſed to be neither marriage nor done with 
an intent of marriage; or in other words, that 
perſonal union is marriage, and yet that a 
woman may be perſonally united under certain 
circumſtances and not be married, nay, be a 
whore.”. Secondly, J obſerve that if ſhe has 10 
intent of marriage, ſhe is a whore; conſequent- 
IVyx, if ſhe intends marriage, though it is 10, 20, ar 


14 
* 
" 


— 8 2 * 0 
x . * 8 . + 4 
. ©: 06 e Page 50. a OS 
5 5 . l 2 


30 Fears hence, or if it never takes place at all, 
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yet if ſhe intends it only, when ſhe lies with a 
man, ſhe is no. whore. Thirdly, that his de- 
finition of a whore is different here from what 
it is in a former chapter; there ſhe only is 4 
whore that proſtitutes herſelf for hire, here it 
admits of a gratification of luſi. Fourthiy, that 


- unleſs ſhe departs from that man, to another, 
and this for the ſame purpoſes, ſhe, is no 


whore, ; How wide of, yea, how contrary ta 


: the opinion of that excellent prelate, that 2 
Uſher, 


digy of piety and learning, Archbiſhop 5 
is this definition of whoredom ! and what a 
door does it open for licentiouſneſs! the ideas 


of his Grace are very very far from being con- 


$ * 


genial with the ideas of this author, and the 
principles laid down in this book. 


In the ſame page he adds, “t if a virgin gave 
her perſon to ane man, and afterwards went 


to another, though for the purpoſe af mar- 
Triage with the ſecond, ſhe thereby ſtamped 


_ $-4whoredom-on ſuch an action.“ tf fhei;gave 


ber perſon.to one man, that in this author's opt» 
ion is certainly marriage; if ſo, her going 


afterwards to another is not merely ſtamping 


5 an whore, but an aduttereſs. And yet 
ze word of God declares this Deut. xxii. 21. 


49 be whoredom :. conſequently his definition of 


marriage is here again proved to be falſe, But 


the caſe is, if ſhe was not found to be a virgin, 


14 When 


1 „„ 
Frhen ſhe went to be married to another; 
for this offence ſhe is ſaid to have played 
the whore; on which account, as well as 
her attempting to deceive and 'diſhonour the 
latter to whom ſhe ' was to be married, ſhe 
was to be ſtoned to death. Her going to 
the latter was not the whoredom, as this au- 
thor would inſinuate, to maintain his point 3 
but it having been proved that ſhe had been 
perſonally united with a former, was the 
whoredom; hence alſo it appears that what 
this gentleman would have called marriage; 
(for it does not appear that ſhe had been pre- 
viouſly criminal with more than one; yet I 
ſay this prior act, which according to our au- 
thot is marriage) is accounted in God's ſight, 
and called in God's book <whoredom : fhe hath 
rough Nr, in Iſrael, io play the whore in her 
father's houſe. Now if perſonal union be mar- 
riage, and her having been with another per- 
ſon is whoredom, then marriage and whore- 
dom are ſynonimous terms, ſignify one and 
the ſame thing; for there is nothing ſaid of 
her being united previouſly to more than one; 
only that when a man takes her as his wife, 
and finds her not to be a virgin, ſhe is pro- 
nounced a whore. , e e, 
I had cted our author would have treat- 
ed very diffuſely on cancubines in this chapter; 
but eee very briefly on this ſubject, he of 
courſe leaves me but little room to comment 
ies H 2 =" 0 


„ — 
on his notions on that head; ſo that what I : 


have to obſerve on the caſe of the Jews in this 
reſpect, I may have occaſion to touch upon in 
my remarks on Polygamy. I cannot help ſay- 
ing however, that I am glad he is here become 


a little ſelf-diffident; for he confefles himſelf 


not maſter enough of the ſubje& to define 
exactly the difference between a wife and a 


% concubine *.” Would to God, he: had 
thought himſelf not maſter enough of the other 
ſubjects of his book, ever to have attempted a a 


publication of it, and that in ſpite of the re- 
-monſtrances of his beſt friends. 4. 


But according, to his definition' of marriage, 
I profeſs it ſeems to me that wife, cancubine, 
and whore are very near a-kin; for, according 


to him, A wife becomes ſuch, in conſequence ; 
of the union of the man and the woman in 


perſonal knowledge of each other. But a con- : 


cubine or a whore is united to the man in per- 


fonal knowledge. Ergo, a concubine or a 


whore is his wife; I ſay, a concubine or a 


whore, for according to the great oracle of our 


Engliſh language, Dr. Johnſon, a concu- 
bine is a woman kept in fornication, a 


„ whore.” It is true, our author does not 


like the doctor's definition p. 53. but the rea- 
ſon is clear, becauſe if it were admitted by 


him, it would be 
ee eee ere e 
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opinion at once. Which of the two is the 

beſt authority I will leave the public to judge: 

but this I venture to fay, without being a pro- 
phet, that the name of Johnſon and his Dictio- 

nary will be eſteemed as they ought, when 

Thelypthora is forgot, and its author in the duſt. 


The author however cannot conclude this 
chapter without ſpeaking very reſpe&fully of 
the concubine and the perſon that kept her; 
for he ſays, ** he is called her huſband, and 
„ ſhe his wife,” For this he refers us to the 
text, Judges xix. 1. It is a little unfortunate 
for our rev. author, when he produced this 

paſſage, that he overlooked nay. clauſe of 

this tame firſt verſe, which throws ſome light 
on this ſubject. The words I mean are, and it 
came to paſs in thoſe days, WHEN THERE WAS. 
NO KING IN ISRAEL ; it follows, that there 
was a certain Levite ſojourning on the fide 0 
mount Ephraim, who took to him a concubine out 
of Bethlehem- Fudah. The Hebrew word is 
rendered pellicem according to Montanus, the 
literal Engliſh of which is 'a married man's 
muſereſs. This' miſtreſs then the Levite took, 
when there was no king in If ach that is, no 
ſupreme authority to puniſh offenders: the 
fame expreſſion occurs, chap. xvii. 6. where it 
is added, but every one did that which was right 
In his own eyes: no magiſtrates,” no regulation, 
no order: hence ſuch was their hcentjous' 
FOI [2 practire, 
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practice, that every ont did (not that which was 
right in the eye of the Lord ; but) that which 


Was ri gbt in his own/eyes : bene t e looſe con - 


duct 5 the Levite's coneubine ecken 54 in 
that chapter. 7.0 | | 


"From this Ay the author "ET DS, that | 


© the coheubines 1 in thoſe days were in ſame 
<«< ſenſe wives; but in what ſenſe it may be 
«. Fury difficult to determine exactly. ” As he 
does allow there was ſome difference however 
between a wife and a concubine, but does not 
attempt to determine wherein it conſiſts, he 
does but leave the matter where he found it! 
of, courſe, as We know not his ideas on this 
head (if he has any) we cannot make our re- 
marks upon them ; but ſhall diſmiſs this ſubs, 
je at leaſt for the preſent ; only concluding. 
with an obſervation of two on the Account. the 
Scripture: makes of whoredom. That it is 4 
fin. condemned in the Old Teſtament is evident 
enough; though the Jews were ſo corrupted 
that they thought whoredom for gain was 
only forbidden to the native Hebrew women; 
Wt; chat it was not forbidden to ſtrangers that 
diourned among them. Indeed, their Rabbins 
generally ſuppoſed that fornication. was no 
crime before the . Moſaic law, One of the 
chief of them is expreſs in this, and faith, 
cAnte legem datam coitus cum ſcorto erat 


4 ſicut coitus hominis cum uxore ſul. It was 


* As. lawful, he da before the law of Moſes 


«to 


| 


te to know a harlot, as to know one's own 
t wife *.“ 


But this is eaſily Confiltel from what we read 


long before the e Die law. Gen. 
xxxvili. 24. playin rlat, and bein 
with child by we was puniſhable with 


death even in thoſe days; conſequently it was 


accounted an heinous ſin before the; Mafiic 

law. The Jewiſh doctors held indeed that a 
man's lying with a ſingle woman, by her vo- 
luntary conſent; was no ſiu ; atid in our Lord's 


os this notion prevailed therefore he and 


Nadz bear particular teſtimony againſk 
It. ur Saviour ſhews his abhorrence of for» 
nication as well as adultery in Matt. xv, 19. 
Out of. thi brart proceed: evil thoughts, ' murders, 
adulterits,, F0RNICA TIONS," & c. And we find 


the apoſtles ſtrictly cominanding the converted 
Gentiles / al/atn from fornivation, Acts xv. 29. 


and this, not quly [becauſe it was frequently 
Kiſed, but becauſe it was mne rene 
hos or at leaſt a venial 15 boi to, Ae 


12 


el e 
well as the New, we are ſufficiently convineed 


of the abſolute unlawfulmeſs, and the bejnogs 
cke of, Reeves. or hea pas 344205 
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' DULTERY is defined by the author 
to be commerce between the ſexes 3 
here the woman is the wife,” conſequently 
the inviolable and unalienable property of 
& another man.“ From this definition it may 
be gathered, that it is not adultery where the' 
mam that lies with a ſingle woman is an huſband 
of another woman, 5 ET SAR SHOP \% as 
. Fi HW +5 RG t2vin 
But what ſay others that are no leſs learned 
than this author? <<. Adultery, ſays Archbiſhop. 
449 Uſher in his Catechiſm, is when a man or 4 
«< woman, whereof the ont at leaſt is con- 
* trated in marriage, commit filthineſs toges 
Sather.“ Adultery, ſays _ ON "is 
the act of violating the bed of a married 
* perſon,” The Doctor, I ſuppoſe, never 
dreaming it would be confined by any author 
to the woman only being married; but he 
doubt, man or woman. Adultery, ſays a 
third, is a crime committed by married 
«« perſons againſt the faith pledged to each 
other in marriage, by having carnal com- 
„ merce with ſome other, or even by a per- 
AH 5 - | « fon 
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e ſon not married, by having to do with an: 
* other that is.“ „ : 


I beg leave then to conſider adultery, as it. 
has been generally corfidered, where ſome 
new-fangled and pernicious doctrine is not to 
be maintained; I conſider it then as a carnal 
commerce between a man and woman, one 
of whom at leaſt is married to another perſon: 
whereas fornication, ſtritly ſpeaking, is where 
neither of the parties is married. If this is ab- 
ſolutely unlawful, as I have ſhewn in the pre- 
ceding chapter, ſurely adultery is much more 


ſo; becauſe it is a wilful neglecting and 


flagrantly violating the divine inſtitution of 
marriage, the ſacred bond of wedlock is de- 
ſtroyed, and conjugal chaſtity and fidelity at 
an end. This proves it to be the higheſt | 
juſtice, and a moſt criminal wrong; neither 


* 


does it admit of any reparation .whatſoever . 


there is no poſſibility that the offender can 
make reſtitution and ſatisfaction: for which 


— 
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reaſon, I ſuppoſe, death was inflicted on the 


adulterer and the adultereſs, Lev. xx. 10. 


But it. may be aſked; why did not our Lord 
then condemn the woman taken in adul- 
tery that was brought before him? John viii. 


311. He, who knew the hearts of all, knew. 


that they, who brought her, came to tempt, 
36.14 = 4 
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Or enſnare him, that they. might haxe to accuſe 
him. If he took upon him to enforce the civil 
law or ſtatute provided in that caſe, he would be 
then conſidered as acting the part of: a. judge, 
and paſſing ſentence upon the woman; he 
diſmiſſed her from punzſhment, he would then 
| . . to diſannul the judicial law of Moſes. He 
bids thoſe that REM! if their conſciences 
acquitted them of the ſame ſin, to caſt a ſtone 
at her. Their conſciences were convicted by: - 
his, divine power, and they went away one 
after another. Jeſus finding that none of them 
had condemned her, to teſtify that his end in 
coming into the world was not to. condemn, - 
but to ſave ; and that he came to enforce and to 
fulfil the moral law, not to meddle with non to 
execute the judgments, the ordinances, the con- 
flitutions of the civil or judicial law, condemned, 
her not (that is, did not paſs, ſentence upon 
her) but warned her ſolemnly, r avoid the 
like wickedneſs for the future. Her accuſers 
could not be ignorant of what the judicial law 
required in that caſe; why, did not the judge 
her by the law ? or, if they did not think it 
— in their power to inflict capital puniſhment, 
hy did not they go to one of the judges? 
c Why trouble Chrifl wath thoſe matters 2 6-5 | 
Were by no means. his concern? Not that. he 
meant to alter the ſtatute- law reſpecting the 
people, much leſs to make the crime of adul- 
tery a trivial offence ; hut as there were civil 
2 among them for that purpoſe, he would 
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not take upon him the execution of the civil 
law, becauſe his kingdom was not of this 
world; and for the ſame reaſon it was. that he 
would not interfere in the caſe of dividing the 
inheritance between the · two brothers: For 
be ſaid unto the complainant, Man, ivo mali 
me a judge, or a diuiller over you ? Luke xii. 
13, 14. So that when our Lord ſaid, neither 


do 1 condemn thee, go and fin no mort, he could 


-only mean, not to acquit her (if guilty) fro 
the civil puniſhment, which alone Hy with 


che magiſtrate; but that, as God, he'acquitted | 
her, or pardoned and exempted her from that 
_ everlaſting. puniſhment which was due to her 


as a demonſtrative proof, that there was a dif- 


ference in his ſight between the moral law (of 
which he was ever jealous) and this political 
or judicial law. which he left to others to en- 
; force and tò execute. Beſides, if this had been 


part of that law, which our author before in- 


fiſts upon © ta ſtand on the ſame footing with 
the ten commandments, and is no more ſub- 
e ject to decay br: alteration than they are, 


how comes it that our Lord ſhould diſpenſe with — 


his own moral law, or ſuffer it to be. diſpenſetl 

with by others? There was an evident dif- 

ference then in his ſight between that moral 

| law, one jot or tittle of which could not fail, 
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sor the regulation and well governing of the 
Jewiſh people. This is another argument 
againſt . our author's hypotheſis. Thus much 
reſpecting the mode of puniſhing the adulterer 
by the cal. laws enacted for the uſe” of the 


Jewiſh, people, But as to the offence itſelf, it 

Was utterly uvnlawful in its very nature before 
the legal, diſpenſation, as repugnant «ito the 
eternal law of natural juſtice. That it was 
even then a great wickedneſs and ſin againſt 
God, is clear from | Joſeph's expreſs acknow- 
ledgment in Gen. xxxix; 9. Hence this fin 
was juſtly inſerted into the decalogue or ten 
. commandments afterwards, as a conſiderable 
branch, or part of the moral law); and it is 
r dawsinvahe both 


— - 


of Leviticus xvili. 20. * 1 
VVV 20 ee ; 
© And indeed fo greatly is this cite held in 
juſt abhorrence in all times : and among all 
people, that we are told by. Socrates, & that un- 
der the Emperor Theodoſius, in the year 486, 
women convicted of adultery were puniſhed 
by a public conſtupration; Lycurgus puniſhed 


the adulterer as a parricide; the Loerians tore 


$$ 
12 


out bis eyes; and moſt of the Orientals-punith 
him very ſeverely: the Saxons formerly burnt 
the adultereſs, aud over her aſhes erected a gibbet 

vhereon the adulterer was hanged. Here in 
7 if King Edmund puniſhed adultery as 
homicide ; but Camutug ordained the man to 


— 


. I S232 2 
be baniſhed, and the woman to have her noſe 
and ears cut off *,” age wt SRL 
Jauch then is the nature, ſuch the effects, 
and ſuch the puniſhment of the crime of adul- 


tery; all nations at all times treating it 


with abhorrence, and puniſhing it with ſe- 
verity. But as to its definition, we are for 

to find gur author, for particular reaſons, chuſes 
to differ from the wiſeſt and the holieſt men 
that ever liyed. Uſher and an innumerable 
train of divines, both ancient and modern, are 


differ from him. Chambers, Johnſon, with a 


whole phalanx of grammarians, ſcholars, logi- 


.cians, and philoſophers, yea the literati of all 


times and places, loſe all their weight the in- 


ſtant they refuſe to enliſt under his banner. 


ſtrainęd to call. the /earned authors, of the An- 


| cient Uniyerſal Hiſtory, becauſe they unfortu- 


nately differ from him in ſuppoſing à inarried 


man can commit adultery with an unmarried avo- 
man, are dagmatically pronounced, e cathedrä, 
.guilty of a ſoleciſm. His own words are, 


| This ſoleciſm of a married man's cammitting 


* . » . : . 

$*- adultery. with an.unmarried woman ariſes from 
the popular and improper ideas which are 
s annexed to the Englifn word adultery.“ 


meaning of the word adultery before this gen- 


tleman? Pity but he would favour the public 
With a new dictionary, as I am certain, if he 
„ {3 ; Ee BY 25 18 By 


* Chambers's DiR, 


of no Foren whatever, if they preſume to 


Even the wery authors, that himſelf is con- 


5 What, . did no bod: underſtand the preciſe a 
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is always in the right, we and dur fathers be- 


fore us have always been in the wrong! How 
ever, I dare not ſay I for my part eſteem him 


an oracle, ner his definitions, 'axioms, and de- 


eiſions to be infallible: I cannot pay him the 


compliment, Aattering as it might be to him, 
Au nubi magnut offs Apollo. I thuſt rather fay, 


5.2 late divinity- profeſſor of Cambridge did, as 
Moderator of the Theological Diſputations. 
when the opponent hall recourſe to many words 
and unmeaning quibbles, inſtead of ſcund ar- 
gumentation, the proteſſor ſtopped his mouth 
with this; reproof, in mum lqueris,” fed nibil 
Hits; But why are theſe nr Set rs as 
de allows them, guilty of a ſoleeiſm? Becauſe 
they differ from him :u for if their Idea on the 
ſubject is once admitted, out author's whole 
fabrick, that has coſt him ſo long in collecting 
the materials and in raiſing the building, muſt 


El toiths ground: He complains heavily that 


ohr ftatute-laws art [not more rigorous 


. againſt thoſe that ſeduce the wives of other 


„People; but where à woman yields to the 
Auſband, of another woman, neither the one 
nor the other, according. to him, -ought to be 
puniſhed; ſuch is the coofflency hit now laws, 

and ſuch: their -canfornaty in de law: of God, 
Will not any libertins in the Kingdom fub- 


ſeribe to this tenet, that he may have as many = 
+  mmiſtreſles, or wives if he pleaſe to call them, as 
he chuſes; but it 18 to be capital puniſhment 


s & 
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or another man to have any thing to do with 
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any of his wives, 0 or in plain Englich, bis miſs + 
trefles. © U Ea this plan nothing can be more 
proper, not DE. mors juſtifiable, nothing more 
conſiſtent with this reverend author's ſcheme, 

than a Turkiſh Seraglio. But we are told p. 65 
| of © the holineſs of the marriage · ſtate- 1 
| confeſs, es to this gentleman's notion of” 
marriage, I am ata loſs to 41 the leaſt holiueſs 
in the marriage · ſtate, from fixſt to laſt: it ſeems - 
to be little more than mere carnal ſenſuality. 


It is beſides my purpoſe to enter into any de- 
fence of the ecclefiaftical courts, againſt which he 
expreſſes the ſtrongeſt proteſt p. 66. However, 
as they have not ” taken hold of this R 
man, as far as 1 fa ve heard, which ſome m 
Wonder at, he is one of the laſt that has cau 
to condemn the ,eccleſiaſticalcourts : — 


5 leſs mean not to be au adyocate Inns 


* will not treſpaſs farther mis ene of 
the reader in expatiating on the nature and ſin- 
fulneſs of adultery, which I believe is generally 

conſidered by others as well as myſelf ta be 
more extenſive, more comprehenſie, than we 
are taught by this author to believe. Indeed 
is tin of it ſeem to, he ſo lax, that ut puts mes” 

in mind, of a Papiſt in Queen, Mary's: day 
4 ent in adultery, who ſaid, 08 thanꝭ God Lam. +. 
| a. good: Catholic. But Ki LR conchide this 

| chapter without obſerving, that if the curſe: 
| Abs St, Paul, Gi. 10. is not: only 

+ applicable 
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applicable to the breach of the moral law; the 
ten commandments ;\.but includes the whole | 
Pentateuch or five books: of Moſes, which he 
boldly aſſerts it doth; then every one is curſed 
who does not. obſerve and continue in all the 
things which are written in Geneſis, Exodus, 
Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronom y, to do 
them. This conſideration . W che 
e and ho probes oh | 
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” on | water a - Of Pogany, 


1 E nn concluded. he laſt alle 
with an argument in favour of Poly- 
y (the ſubject we are now entering upon) 
from the . unchangeableneſs of God's mind, 
ana * the only deciſive appeal which 
* can be made muſt be to the Hebrew ſcrip- 
4 tures,. unleſs: we are to ſuppoſe that he had 
no mind or will concerning this matter: add- 
ing that his leaving the adjuſtment of mar- 
„ riage to the days of the New Acer nt | 
4, is utterly; falſe,” To this I would 
reply for the preſent, till we enter more Fe 
into the ſubjedt, that though God's diſpenſations 
and dealings towards men may alter, certain it 
is that his mind and will cannot alter; woith bim | 
15:novariableneſs neither fa 22 n 3 but © 
we can by no means infe 
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is more clearly aſcertained to be contrary to 

God's will, and to the original divine inſtitu- 
tion of marriage, in the New Teſtament than 
in the Old, that he hath changed his mind, 
though his will i is more fully known under the 
latter than the former diſpenſation, than that 
he changed his mind reſpeCting the Gentiles, 
in that the former times of ignorance God had 


. winked at, but now commandeth all men every 


where to repent: N either does the Lord © leave 
e the adjuſtment of marriage to the days of 
«© the New Teſtament.” What we contend 
for, and hope fully to prove, is that he means 
to reftore in the New Teſtament the original 
inſtitution of marriage between one man and 
one woman; which it is remarkable the ſacred 
canon of the Old Teſtament begins with declar- 


ing in Geneſis“, and cloſes | on the very ſame 
ſubject i in Malachi 5 | 


„e 18 n FR our. author, the 
“ having and cohabiting with more than one 
wife at a time:“ and he begins the chap- 

ter on that head with obſerving, that © it 

* 1s ſo far from being prohibited or condemned 

„ by the law, that it is allowed, owned, and 

<< bleſſed of God.” May 1 be allowed; by way 

of contraſt to our author's aſſertion, to premiſe 
to my farther obſervations the opinion of one, 

"at leaſt as wiſe, as learned, and as holy as Our 

* Gen ii. 22, Mal. W 1 
1 RR U 
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author, I mean the aforementioned archbiſhop 
| Uſher, who gives this brief account of Poly. 
gamy in his catechiſm, that it was ever unlaw- 
+ fol in e however for a time it WAFS borne 
ewith of God (in regard of the increaſing uf the 
world and church) and not puniſhed by the pofitive 
law. How different is this opinion of the 
great Uſher from our author's partial definition 
of Polygamy ? yet we muſt do him juſtice to 
obſerve that, in a note ſubjoined, he acknow- 
ledges that, © ſtriftly ſpeaking, it is of two 
« ſorts; either when one woman promiſ- 
. * cuouſly admits of more huſbands than one, 
or when, one man is at the ſame time joined 
in marriage to more than one woman; but 
$ that he only means the latter throughout his 
„„ „ 


60 


In order to prove that Polygamy is not for- 
bidden, he refers us to the caſe of the Pa- 
triarchs, and ſays, in this caſe we muſt con- 
demn many of God's deareſt children, ſuch as 
Abraham, Jacob, David, + &c. As to theſe con- 
ſequences, we have nothing to do with them, 
they muſt be left in the hands of him whoſe 
law declares- what is right and wrong. Beſides, 
ſin is ſin wherever it is found, in God's children 
as well as in others, though in the former the 
blood of Jeſus Chriſt cleanſeth from all ſin: yet 
if we are qbliged to infer from the examples of 


k, e. . 


„ 
the Patriatchs that Polygamy is not ſinful, 1 
could as clearly prove by that argument, that 
difobedience to the divine commands, that lyin 


and diſſimulation, that inceſt and adultery, that 


_ drunkenneſs and murder are not ſinful; becauſe 
they were found in ſome inſtances among the 


Patriarchs.— By way of example, I will juſt 


inftance in the caſe of inceſt. We cannot deny 
that inceſtuous marriages were ptactiſed in the 
very beginning of the world, fuch as the mar- 
riage of brother and ſiſter; and yet will any 
one ſay they were not unlawful, in themſelves 
conſidered ? But the children of Adam com- 
mitted what we now call inceſt; that is, his 
ſons and daughters married each other, becauſe 
there were no other in the world; and man- 
kind could not have been propagated and in- 
creaſed without this kind of marriage. Thi 
was neceffary at firſt, and was even commanded 
in that precept, increaſe and multiply, The 
world could not have been peopled in an 
ordinary way but by marriage betwixt brother. 


and fiſter: ſo then to marry the ſiſter was 
therefore lawful at firſt, becauſe it was necef- 


ſary. But would any one thence infer that it 


is not unlawful, unnatural, now? Some acts 


then are lawful at one time, even that reſpect 
morality, that are not lawful at another; and 


yet the laws of morality are not changeable EL: 
for the general nature of the thing continues 


the ſame;thoughthe particular nature of it, with 
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; reſpect to circumſtances, be altered. So that 


in ſome acts purely moral the lawfulneſs or 
unlawfulneſs of them is to be determined 


frequently according to the difference of time, 


and place, and neceſſity. Hence, in this very 


caſe, the law of nature and reaſon, which ren- 
dered it neceſſary, and therefore lawful, in the 
firſt circumſtances of things 1 in the warts; made 
them unlawful afterwards in the ſucceeding 
circumſtances of mankind. 


And as to the 8 1 reſpecting 
Polygamy, I do not ſee that we are to invali- 
date the Scriptures or the divine commands, 
becauſe we muſt thereby condemn part of the 
practice of the Patriarchs. The Scriptures very 
imply give us an account of the conduct of 
Patriarchs, Prophets, and Apoſtles, without 
- -propoling them as a model of perfection, or 
without concealing any of their imperfections. 
Nevertheleſs, though the Patriarchs fell into this 
practice, and though they were winked at in ſo 
doing, yet we will not ſcruple to ſay it was 
not lawful ; for it was againſt the divine in- 
ſtitution af marriage originally, and it was 
againſt. a particular prohibition given to the 
Jews. We muſt therefore poſitively. aſſert, 
| that the Patriarchs did what was unlawful, in 
allowing themſelves the practice of Polygamy 
and concubinage. For I read of no repeal of 
She original law of God, no diſpenſation from 


| | God 
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God (which is a ſuſpending or taking away 
the obligation of the law) but 1 grant it was 
_ evinked at; which I can never conceive takes 
away the unlawfulneſs of this among the Jews, -{- 
any more than God's winking at the times of 
ignorance among the Gentiſes proved the 
lawfulneſs of idolatry among them. But many 
things are made uſe of 1n ſublervience to the 
reat ends of Providence, which are in them- 
ſelves unlawful; and ſo was this, for it ran 
counter to that primitive conſtitution, they #4ws 


= | ſhall be one fleſh © 


And now under the Goſpel it is not to be 
_ doubted that it is unlawful and ſinful; Math. 
. XIX. v. 3. The Phariſees came unto Chriſt, tempting 
Him, and ſaying unto him, is it lawful for a man 
to put away his wife for every cauſe ? If our 
Lord condemned divorces, it is preſumed they 
would have charged him with oppoſing the law 
of Moſes. If on the other hand, he approved 
the practice of putting away the wife for every 
cauſe, it would be a ſanction to that ſpecies of 
cruelty and injuſtice which would be equally 
abhorrent from true godlineſs and right reaſon. 
Our Lord has recourſe to the original inſtitu- — | 
tion of marriage, as the propereſt anſwer to the : 
query with which they had tempted him: v. 4. 
Have ye not read that he which made them at the 
beginning made them male and female? that is, 
one of each' kind, one male and one female. 
From whence they might ſee, that either the 
81670 Bos SES | putting 
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inn; not they. three, nor they 


: negeſſarily underſtood 5 for it is evident that 
aon be {poken about, e, and no more; for 


1 


putting away the one wife, or the taking more 


*. xz 


than one, Was alike contrar to the divine in⸗ 


ſtitution of marriage. Their very creation, as 
one man and cue woman, beſpoke the union 
that was to take place between them both and 
0 more, and Was only to end with their lives. 
So that the union of one man and one woman 


; is an original law of nature - and was to con- | 
tinue for life. Eve was the only wife created 


for Adam; and as there was no other, it could 
pot be meant either that. he ſhould have more, 
or divorce her whom God had thus brought 


unto him. v. 5. For this cauſe ſhall a man 


leave father and mother, and ſhall cleave to his 


wife, and they twain ſball be ane "uh | Ther 
tour; the 


which reaſon it is ſaid, 0 bis wife, not to his 
Wives... Nor indeed in the very nature of things 
can one man and many wives be one fleſh ; 

bot the Heſh of one woman is not the fleſh. of 


another, and the fleſh of one man would in that 


caſe not belong to one woman, but be divided 

amongſt more thay one, They tay fot be.one | 
into one) ; that is, as parts of one body: 

d that theſe, who, were. two diſtinct perſons 


before, are now to be conſidered as, one perſon;; 


conſequently neither are they to be parted 
with any, more than the members of OP 
4 ; = „ - O Yo 


body. But to this an objection has been ſtarted 
by our author, and others before him, Chriſt 
is united to many believers, who are His one 
bride. But here let it be remembered that all 
believers, the whole church, make up but dne 
body, and are members one of another; being 
all collectively but one myſtical body, So that 
each individual believer is not properly ſpeaking 
the bride of Chriſt; but the whole church 
taken together, But in marriage, each one 
ſeparately is the wife, not more than one, nor 
many together; nor can a huſband, if he Has 
more wives than one, be confidered as one fleſh 
with each. Hence therefore it is wiſely faid, 
(9 twain; that the antitheſis or contraſt might 
be the more ſtriking between #wo and one. 
Wherefore they are no more twain, but one fleft; 
what therefore God hath joined together, ket not 
man put aſunder : ſurely when God has united 
them, it would be the height of preſumption 
fot man to ſeparate them. They ſay unte hint, 
why aid Moſes then command to give a writing of 
divorcement, and to put her away ? thereby in- 


_  ferring from the law that gave direQtion in that 


caſe, that it was at leaſt permitted by Moſes. 
But our Lord ſhews that not every thing that 
was even permitted or ſuffered, eſpecially by 
the political laws, was right and good. God 
might permit this at a civil bar, and yet not at 
the bar of equity and conſcience; not approving 
this abuſe, but preventing the bad conſequences | 
of it, as much as might be; and circumſcrib= 


ing 


[ 90 * 

ing it within certain limits: the word here i is 
ere reihv, præcepit, commanded; but in Mark, 
| emergee, permiſit, permitted. Moſes did indeed 

cominand. to. give a writing of divorcement, but 
it was to clear the woman which was thus 
_ wrongfully divorced ; but he did not therefore 
approve of her being put away. Moſes, becauſe 
of the hardneſs of your hearts, Juffered you = put 
away your wives.' He faith, Moſes, as the 
promulgator or publiſher (not of the ancient and 
perpetually binding, but) of the Jewiſh: law, 
which was enacted with reſpect to thoſe par- 
_ ticular times; and he only /ufered or connived 
at it becauſe of the hardneſs of their hearts, to 
avoid greater miſchief, Hence God was pleaſed, 
out of tenderneſs to the injured wives, to diſ- 
penſe in this caſe with his poſitive law: For 
it is faid, he ſuffered not commanded, (as ye ſay, 
nor approved, but only ſuffered,) that is, he did 
not abſolutely prohibit. Bui from the beginning 

it was not fo. He refers them to the primitive 
inſtitution of marriage, and hereby intimates 

that he is come to reſtore this divine ordinance 
to it's primitive inſtitution. , Now from the 
above ſaying, they rwain ſhall be one fleſh, we muſt 
infer that Poly my is as much condemned, as 
the liberty - of putting away their wives for 


every cauſe: ga if this mutual union between 


the twain is thus divinely appointed, the con- 
junction between three or four is of courſe 
8 and contrary t to the Lord's command. 


* 


ee 
go that the queſtion is not, what was occaſion- 
ally ſuffered, but what was originally enjoined;. 
and that is, the permanent union of one man 
with one woman and no more; it being evident 
that what he ſuffered was becauſe they were a 
wicked and ſtubborn generation, to keep them 
from greater fin, Our Lord ſums up the 
whole with obſerving, v. 9. that whoſoever - 
ſhall put away his wife, except it be for formcation, 
and ſball marry another, committeth adultery ; the 
former being ſtill his lawful wife, and there- 
fore ſuſtaining a moſt flagrant injuſtice from 
his marrying another. As far as this paſſage 
| relates to divorces alſo, we ſhall have occaſion 
under that head to conſider it farther. But, I 
truſt, enough has been faid to confute this au- 
thor's interpretation, confining it only to di- 
vorces; and peremptorily aſſerting in the courſe 


ol his explanation of it, that it concerus di- 
vorce, and divorce only | 
I cannot however paſs over his note ſub- 0 
bDoined to his expoſition of this paſſage: Did 


Fever any one object to the hiſtory of Cain, 
eas an example of the criminality of mur- - 
der * ?” I ſuppoſe not: but I will take leave 
to aſk him another queſtion ; did any one ever 
object to the hiſtory of Lamech, the deſcen- 
dant of Cain, as an example of the criminality 
of Polygamy ? He was the firſt that broke this 


p. 84. 5 ; | 3 1 
g I. lawy 
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law, Gen. iv. 10. Lamech took unto him tae 
Woes : a ſecond Cain, a murderer; it was he 
that was the firſt violator of lawful wedlock; 
and others following his example have thereby 
tranſgreſſed the firſt inſtitution. But more of- 
him hereafter.— He aſks the reader alſo in the 
| fame note, does the apoſtle in the epiſtle to the 
** Hebrews ſcruple to recapitulate by name 
& thoſe heroes of antiquity, who did fach 
„ mighty works by the power of faith, as ex- 
Dam ples to us?” But does this author mean 
 _ «that every thing recorded of theſe ſeveral wor- 
3 thies 1s for our example? If he does not, gͥłe 
| proves nothing by this queſtion : if he does, 
not only Polygamy is lawful, as practiſed by 
the patriarchs, but we might plead the exam- 
plw&be of Noah for drunkenneſs, Gen. ix. 21. of 
A Abraham for diſſimulation, Gen. xx. 2. f 
| Rahab for fornication, Joſ. vi. 17. and of 
David for adultery and murder, 2 Sam. Ki. 
4, 15, 17. But in favour of the Old Teſta- 
ment polygamiſts, he adds, that they did not 
put away ons cviſe in order to make room for 
anciher. Surely in effect, ſhe is put away as a 
- wife, in the fame proportion as room is made 
for the other, a Toro, if not a Mensd. Per- 
haps he conſiders: her as not put away, be- 
E cauſe not literally turned a- drift, or kept from 
the pariſh, or from ſtarving ſo if ſhe has 
bread and (cheeſe in a garret ora cellar, if under 
the quondam huſband's roof, ſhe is not put 
away, But how the Jews and their wives 


might 


% . 


tak 


ſame, is a married man, I would refer him to 
his own wife, for her opinion; whether, if 
— practice were to take lace in England, 
the firſt wife mult not en be put away, to 
make room for a ſecond, a third; a fourth, a 
tenth, or a twentieth; or whether any one houſe 


* 


hold the whole group. 


( 


cited from St. Matthew, the author concludes 
that, ** if our Lord meant to condemn Poly- 
4 gamy, it amounts, ſo far, io a contradiction 
or rather repeal of the old law which per- 
6 mitted it, and then more than a jot or tittle 
& has paſſed from the law *. Not ſo ; for 
here he either ignorantly, or, what is worſe, 
wilfully confounds the terms: for even ſuppoſe 
there was an old law that allowed Polygamy, 
(though we hope to produce one that prohibits 
it, before we. AYE, ;) yet that old lam is of 
dne kind, it is a judicial, political, or civil 
law,;z but he Jaw, of which one Jo or tittle 1s 
not to, fail, is none otber than the moral law, 
Written on the two tables of ſtone by the 
ſinger of God, and now tranſcribed, under the 


| Upon the whole, from the paſſage above re- 
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pew, covenant on. the hearts of his people ; 


"F.C, 1 Jer. xxxi. 33. 
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might manage their matters on this head, 1 
cannot ſay ; however, as the gentleman, I pre- 


in this kingdom would be half large enough to 
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obligatory on all ever. 
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We now come to a Fe are PO of 
dur author and other advocates for Poly any, 
e that it was the practice of the moſt extelſent tht of 


the earth, Which he inſtancesin Abraham tie fa⸗ 
ther of the faithful; and this without rebuke from 


God, or expreſſion of any ſorrow or repęut- 


ance. As Abraham is particularly mentiofi- 


ed, we ſhall make a reply touching his caſe : 
but 1 would premife by way of ground-work 
to an anſwer, that we muſt not forget That 
marriage is dhe indivifible conjunction of one 
man and one woman only by che divine inſti- 
tution. This oor Lord KEY in the above 
fecited paſſage from Matth. xix. where he th. 
that God treated them at the firſt male and 


male, not females : v. 4. that a man mut or - 


fake father and mother and cleave to his wife, | 
hot to his wives: v. 5. that they rwain, not 


they three, or four, or fue; ſhall de one fle: 


V. 6. and in all this, he makes no new law, 

only revives the old one, the primitive itrſtitu⸗ 

nil 5 martiag E in Paradiſe. 'Sothe * £91. 
fay . e ay of anſwer, that 

of the patriarchs had a diſpeuſa- 

a So God co marry more wives than one, 


and therefore that it was no fin. Tknow many 


1 rn 
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learned 


19 

learned perſons hold this opinion; but 26.1 
| freely own I' ſee no warrant for this from 
Seripture, aud think it only à coujecture, I 
ſhall: wave it. But I would obſerve in reply, 
that God did not approve the Polygamy of the 
patriarch s, or commend it, but only toleratad it, 

as'a lefſer evil to prevent a greater. T he occa-. 


ions of this toleration were two; one was 4 


defire of the patriarchs to multiply their poſ- 
retity, that if it were poflible the Meſſiah might! 
deſcend from their line: the ſecond was, the 
common cuſtom of men in the eaſt countries, 
who married miny wives; and we well know 
chat cuſtom begets error, and error is 'accom-' 
panied with Team : + chat often What is 
dell ſin is eſteemed no fin. But then, ſays 
our author, we hear „of no ſorrow, remorſe 
Dor repentanes:“ ſo that they muſt have lived 
and died in a fin without repentance, becauſe 
we find nothing in Scripture touching their 
repentance for this fin. Certaitily thoſe ſins that! 
are knewn fins call for ' particular repentance. 
But if fins kre not known, becaule of remaining 
ipnorance, or error, or the being ſwayed by 
times aud euſtortis, ag the patriarchs were, I 
ſuppoſe they eenſidered a" general repentance 
incluſive of every thing unknown or miſtaken, 
as the Pſalmiſt crieth, 200 can qo mth =o a 


K 1 thou me from oy | UE 


5 Pl Mx. 5 py 
Agaia, 


N } | 
Again, it may be alledged that .Abrahant 


took:Hagar by the conſent of Sarah; but that 


is not a ſuffieient exeuſe for Abraham. For if 
marriage were only a civil contract, as it is 
made by the mutual conſent, of men and wo- 
men, it might be diſſolved by like conſent. 
But it is more than a civil contract; for in the 
making this contra& the authority of God 19. 
interpoſed; therefore Sarah's cenſent in giving, 
Hagar to Abraham- ſignifies; yothing without 
the divine ſanction, and we cannot. think he, 
will give his ſanction to what i8.directly againſt, | 


| his own ordinance. - Again, ita may be laid, 


* that if the having of many. wives be aſin, then 
Abraham and the reſt of the patriarchs, were 
adulterers.” No; 1 would hope, it may be 


conſidered of God a8 diſtin& from adultery on 


the one hand, as it is far enough remote from 
law ful wedlock on the other. They did not, 
I truſt, take their wives, for inſtance, from a 
principle of lewdneſs, to ſatisfy their luſt; but 
from a conſcience not rightly; informed in this 
matter. And it is very remarkable in the; cafe 
of Iſbmael; that Sarah's deſire was good, that 
the: promiſe of God might be, agcomph ed 3 
but the wenne rk a ſabſtituting her 
handmaid ; though ſhe has, her deſire in t 


birth of Ichmael, yet he he born according, to 
the fleſh, in bondage, and he is not the pro- 


miſed ſeed. Though perhaps ſome will ſay that 
Iſhmael ſhould hays, been. har to Abraham, if 
a | Laae 


is 2 355 
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Iſaac had not been born of Sarah. Gen. xvii. 
18. We cannot find any where that God had 
commanded that Iſhmael ſhould ſucceed in that 
caſe; but it is plain he was ſent away by God's 
order, that he ſhould not partake of the in- 
heritance with Iſaac; and this becauſe he was 
the ſon of the bond-woman*®.: All therefore 
that we can infer from the practice of the par 
triarchs is, that God did not think fit to reveal 
his will as clearly on this head as he did in 
the New Teſtament. And who will ſay that 
he 1s obliged to reveal his will at all times, in 
all places, and to all men, alike? And if the 
patriarchs did in this caſe violate the law of 
God and of nature, are we therefore to think 

it juſtifiable? And why might not the ſame 
paſſages of Scripture that are miſunderſtood 
now, have been miſunderſtood by them, eſpe- 
cially as they were blinded by prejudice, and 
miſled by cuſtom? Indeed it ſeems pretty 
clear, that they did not know it to be a tranſ- 
greſſion of the law of God; for we are told 
that David was acquitted of all known 
\breaches of the law of God, but did that uubich 
das right in the eyes of the Lord, and turned 
not 22 any thing that he commanded him 
all the days of his life, ſave only in the matter 
e Uriah the Hittite. Vet there was a very 
expreſs paſſage among others that condemned 
Pavid's practice in the caſe of Polygamy: I 


Cen. aal. 10, 1. 1 Kings x, 55. 
mean 


TV 2 

mean Deut. xvii. 17. Neuber fbatl he, the king. 
bauliiþly wiust to himfelf, that bis heart turn wot 
away. God did indeed bear with bim, and with 
other kings and patriarchs, that had more wives 
than one; — this cuſtom prevailed ; though, as 
it is expreſſed here, it was a means of turning 
che king's heart away from the Lord, to the 
pleaſures of life or to other gods; as it is ſaid 

of Solomon; it came in paſs when Solomon Was 
% that his wives e re bis 2 550 e 
1 Yate 06 


But, fave: Wy 3 cc le. Was- no 12 0 
or expreſſion of diſpleaſure from God 
againſt the patriarchs on this account. Sup- 
poſe they were not particularly admoniſhed on 
this head, nor reproved and rebuked by Moſes 
or the prophets (hur I deny this poſition ; for 
both Moſes and the prophets did bear teſti- 
mon againſt e e prove by and by) 18 
it not a ſevore reproof to publiſh this their fail- 
ing to the whole world, 2 to hand it down, to 
the lateſt poſterity, with all its aggravations 
aud bad. 'conſequences, condemned alſo by 
Moſes and. the prophets ? ſurely this is ſome 
mark, and not à ſmall one, af the divine diſ- 
pleaſure. But was it not prohibited by Moſes 
in the law So far from the law of Moſes 
making it larrful to have more wives than one, 
l dae it is ee confuted and. forbidden * 


+a 
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that expreſs law in Leviticus xviii. 18. Neither. 
ſhalt thou take @ wife to her fler, (or, as it is in 
the margin of our bibles, one wife to another) 
10 ver her, 10 uncover her nakedneſs, befides the 
ather in her fe time. In which words there is 

3 plain and formal prohibition of having more 
wiyes than one at a time. But of this ae 
bare occaſion to ſpeak again. 


| in the next page + this author, 85 at e 

tienes inſiſts that one jot of tittle of the law of 
Moſes ſhould not fail, is unalterable, and of 
perpetual obligation, ere that Moſes 
Ht {ome caſes — ſeems to bave acted more as x 
© politician, than as a lavo. giver, by ber miſſium, 
© not by command nent: N then, I aſſc, 
might not he act as a politician 3 in the caſe of 
Polygamy, as well as divorce, or any ching 


elſe enacted or ſhfered in rhe polirical law? It. 


is curious to obſerve. our author intro 
the tent I have quoted above from Acts xvii. 


30. and then immediately diſmiſſing it; ſaying: 


„but waving this text * :” why. wave it? If 
it would make for him inſtead of againſt Him. 
I ſuppoſe he would not wave it. No if God 


could wink at one ſin, in one ſet of people, 
why not in another ? if at idolatry among the 
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But, ſays he, pa. 94. are we to ſupf Pola 
6: Solomon ignorant?“ why not? had — 
mon no Ignorance ? was he infallible? was 
every thing in his conduct juſtifiable? if not, 
he muſt be in ſome degrec either ignorant of 
the will or law of God, or unſubmiſſive to'it ; 
and if !fo:in:fome inſtances, why not in others? 
but whether he was ignorant or not, there was 
in his caſe eſpecially an expreſs law againſt his 
conduct, as in Deut. xvii. 17, Neither fhall he 
multiply vues to ne If that bis heart turn 101 
aways: Nowi whether Solomon was ignorant 
or not, he did not attend to this command; He 
loved many range women (together with. the 
daug her o Pharaoh) "women of the Moabites, 
Ammanites, Edonutes, Zidonians and Hittitss: of 
the nations: concerning which the Lord ſaid unto 
the children of 1frael, ye ſhall not go into them, 
neither ſball they: come in unto jou; for ft 175 they 


quult turn away: your beart after their 770 : Solon 
had ſtves 


mon, clave unto theſe. in Ku and 

hHundrad ⁊wi ves, princęſſes, and three bundred con- 
aubiues: and his æwives turned away his heart *, 
el will not ſuppoſe it ncedfulito obſerve chat 
this cannot be rag, in —_ of a Cana and 
Ko wives. y 397 = 


Jehoid] J taking i two wives 8 Sat is next 
mentioned as an invincible argument in favour 


» 1 Kings xi. I, 2, 3. : 
36 of 


2 


EY 
of Polygamy ; firſt, . becauſe Jehoida was a 
prieſt, and ſecondly, becauſe it is ſaid 7b did 
that which avas right: in the fight of the Lord all 
the days 0 of Feboi the eig eo 5 to Jehoida, 
he — erred 1115 the ancients of that 
time, and I ſuppoſe thought of Polygamy juſt 
as they did; he was not therefore ? fallible; 
becauſe he was a prieſt; he did not aſpire to 
any thing like a papal chair. And reſpecting 


Joaſh though there is honourable mention made 


of him in ſimilar expreſſions to other teſtimo- 
nies in favour of thoſe that were good kings 
upon the whole; yet, I cannot think that 
he had more pretenſions to this character 
than ſome of the other kings; particularly 
David, of whom the Lord ſends this meſſage 


to Jeroboam by Ahijah the N Thou'haft 


not been as my ſervant David, who kept my com- 
mandments, and who followed me. with all his 
heart, to do that only which was right in mine 
eyes 4: yet David had great fins, but he never 
turned to idols. So Joaſh was not a perfect 


character, though on many accounts worthy 


of honourable mention; for, generally ſpeak- 
ing, be did that which was right in the fight of 
the Lord all his days + ; but, ſays our author, 
he married two wives, therefore Polygamy 


was right in the fight of the Lord, I hope, 


he will allow I have fairly given the utmoſt _ 


ſcape ang ow 0 his ABLE but will not 


„ehe xxiv. 4, PP a Kings xi 2 or x Ki. Riv. 8. 
rode Jt nl 1184 gob 


this 


, 


„ 


this argument, if literally explained aud 


inſiſted on as to every particular of the 
life of .Joaſh, prove too much? What ſhall 
we ſay to the but mentioned in the next 


verſe? But the high places were not taken away. 


Was his not attempting a thons&gh reforma- 
tion of that ſinful cuſtom, was that vage 
right in the ſight of the Lord? Was his being 


ſeduced by the princes of Judah to idolatry, 


v. 17, 18. right in the ſight of the Lord? Was 
his ſlaying Zechariah, the ſon of Jehoida the 


prieſt, his faithful friend and good inſtructor, 


for bearing witneſs againſt their idolatry, v. 22. 
was this right in the fight of the Lord ? Fi- 
nally, however for a time he might act well, 


yet by theſe things it appears that the reAitude 


of his whole conduct was not fo great as to 
admit of no Yeviation ; and as in many parti- 
culars he did not live exemplarily, ſo neither 
did he die honourably, v. 25. Thus much for 
the hiſtory of king Joa. „ 


Does our author talk of men's reaſonings, 


| a8 the pleadings of human pride, on the be; 


„ half of human ignorance? Sure 1 am, his 
readers have ſtill more cauſe to complain of 
thoſe re aſonings which are the pleadings of hu- 


man ſiphjfry, on the behalf of ſenſuality and 
carnal tuft. [66 That our prejudices and our 


1 opinions reciprocally affect each other,“ is a 


leſſoii taught very many by ſad experience; 
_ -henee when the heart departs from God, and 


the perſon falls into coutfes he once abhorred, 
_—_ . his 


1 93 ] 
| his only refuge ſeems to be in ſuch ſceptical and 
infidel principles whieh can alone full his 
mind alleep in a falſe peace, and at length 
cauſe him to ſay in his heart, There is no Go. 
To combat another argument that the op- 
poſers of Polygamy have brought againſt that 
ſyſtem, namely, that of males and females 
being nearly on 2 balance, only allowing 2 
little exceſs for the males; whence it follows, 
that nature intends-only one wife for the fame 
perſon ; he peremptorily dechares, with an 
air of ſelf-ſufficiency, and an attempt perhaps 
at ſomething ſmart, that this argument, 
„ plauſible às it may ſeem, wants one effential 
to folidity, which is truth.“ Whether it 
it does or not, I will leave the reader to judge 
from the following obſervations, vi. 


Major Grant, both from the London and 
country bills, computes that there are in 
England 14 males to 13 females; whence 
he juſtly infers that the Chriſtian religion, pro- 
hibiting Polygamy, is more agreeable to the 
law of Natute, than Mahometiſm and others 
that allow it. This proportion of males to fe- 
males, Mr. Derham thinks pretty juſt, being 
agreeable to what he had obſerved himſelf. In 
the 100 years, for inſtance, of his own pariſh- 
_ regiſter of Upminſter, though. the burials of 


2 pf. Mir. 1 4 | 
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males and fernales were nearly equat, 


being 633 males, and 623 females in all 


that time; yet there were baptized 709, and 


but 675 females, which is 13 females to 13 
—7 males: from which inequality, it appears, 
that one man ought to have but one wife, and 


yetthat every woman, without Polygamy, may 


ave a huſband ; this ſurpluſage of males above 
females being ſpent in the ſupplies of war, the 
ſeas,  &c. from which the women are exempt. 
That this is a work of Providence, and not of 


chance, is well made out by the very laws of 


chance, by Dr. Arbuthnot *,” Now certainly 
the overplus of 1 in 13, however ſmall it may 


ſeem, ſimply. conſidered, yet viewed in the 
aggregate of millions will, even after the waſte 
of war, &c. leave no ſurplus! of women for 


4 


Polygamy. 


And that this exceſs of men above women 


happens, communibus annis, may be alſo ga- 
thered from the lateſt accounts of the births 


and burials of males and females. ' The fol- 
lowing I have collected from ſome of the An- 
nual Regiſters that fell in my way, viz. 


„ BIRTHS A&D BURIALS... 


F 
Females 8744 — 12865 


Chamb. Dict. Marriage. 7 80 
| Se Births 


it. EEE 33 i HE 3. 
© Births and Burials 

Vi K 27 TEE LEGS 13 ; 
1171 1 -GF13 4 * 1774. CLEE 1 8 1 
Males 8911 | © fm 7 10366 100 
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Females 892 — 11566 
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Males. „ — 10333 
Females 8507 — 10164 
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Thus we find that the argument does not, 
as this author aſſerts, want truth; but the 
males have in the above ſpecimen, exceeded the 
females. Whatever be the reaſons in Provi- 
dence for more males than, females, the fact 
appears to be fo ; and therefore the Tale of the 

ub, p. 104, howeyer it may amuſe, will 


not convince the reader of his miſtake. As to 


the report of there * being at Bantam ten wo- 
men to one man *,“ if it be true, I ſhould 
ſuppoſe it a caſe peculiar to Bantam from the 
whole world beſide; but I confeſs I have. my 
doubts of the authenticity of the hiſtory. . 


1 107. | 


With 


. where. + 


ſame light as common whores, But ſuppoſe it 
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With reſpect to Exod. xxi. 10. and other 
texts of like import, Moſes does not contradict 


here the e reſpecting two wives elſe- 


e is not fpeaking of the lawfulneſs 
or ubbwefulneſs ef it; but e e for granted 
that that iſtiff- neeked and Haed-hearted people 
would do juſt as they liſt, he preſcribes me- 
thods for the care and the maintenance af the 
injured party, in like manner, as he does in 
caſe of dworces; which; though in themſelves 


_ contrary to the law of God, yet were ſo fre- 
23222 require directions for the catè and 


e Jzeputation of the injured wife 5 not that 
thereby God or his ſervant Moſes expreſſed their 
approbation of it, much leſs commanded. it, 
but enacted laws to prevent the miſerable con- 


ſequenees that without ſome regulations muſt 


enſue, and therein involve the innocent with 
, adi: ch, 2. 


poche, tat be think 


5 


1 ner 
5, ane 
e 


not enter into the r e of the Lord: but. 


< Sarnuel, who Was an offspring of Pal Atl 


. 


DE CC 

had not been ſo, though God impoſed on the 
Jews a poſitive ſtatute- law, he impoſes none 
upon himſelf, ſo that he may diſpenſe with it 
when he pleaſes: and if he did fo in this caſe, 


and others of the ſame kind, to let thoſe chil- 


| dren fee that he extended mercy to them, not- 
' withſtanding the ignorance or error or perverſe- 
neſs of their parents, that they might not 
deſpair of his goodneſs; is that an excuſe for 


Polygamy? Our author might as well defend 


inceſt on this ground, becauſe Phares the in- 


_  ceſtous ſon of Judah, by his daughter-in-law | 
Thamar, ſucceeded as heir to his father, and is 


mentioned in our Saviour's genealogy. Who 
dares limit the Holy One of Iſrael, who hath faid, 
He will have mercy on whom he will haue mercy ? 
Nor is it any diſgrace to our Saviour, that he 
was deſcended from, as well as that he came to 
ſave, the chief of ſinners, He did not diſdain 
to derive. his pedigree from finful women and 


Gentiles, becauſe he came into the World to 


_ fave them both. So that this can make nothing 
for our author's ſcheme; for the ſame. argu- 


ment will conglude as ſtrongly that God ap- 


proves murder, adultery, iuceſt, wharedom, 


. and- heatheniſm 75 becauſe Bathſheba, Thamar, 


Rahab, and Ruth are mentioned in our Saviour's 
. genealogy. . Whereas it only ſhews the exceed- 
ing riches of God's grace, in extending ſo much 
compaſſion to the worſt of ſinners. For that 
Bathſheba was an adultereſs, and became 
David's wife by man is plain; that Thamar 


Was 
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was an inceſtuous adultereſs, and her children 
Phares and Zara baſtards; and that Judah 

begot theſe children upon her as a common 
harlot, cannot be denied; that Rahab was a 
common proſtitute; and that Ruth was a 
Moabiteſs is no leſs clear; but of all theſe we 
may ſay with the Apoſtle, 1 Cor. vi. 9. fuch 
were they once, but they were waſhed and ſanc- 


"tified and juſtiſied in the name of the Lord Jeſus. 


DOiur author proceeds to another paſſage which 


he ſays is expreſs to the point, and amounts to 


a demonſtration of God's allowance of Poly- 
gamy. Deut. xxi. 15. Fa man have two 
- wives, one beloved and another hated, and they 
Have borne him children, both the beloved and the 
hated, and if the \firſi-born fon be her's that vb 
hated ; then it ſhall be, when he maketh his ſons to 
inberit, Sc. So becauſe God orders about the 
conſequences of having two wives, that is, about 
the children born in Polygamy, therefore he 
muſt approve of Polygamy. It may be ſuf- 
fered, 7 have before obſerved, but not ap- 


proved of; and as it was winked at, a law might 


be properly made to prevent confuſion in fa- 

milies. There was a law made about the hire 
of a whore, Deut. xxiii. 18. All that can be 
inferred from the above paſſage our author 
produces is, that Polygamy was ſufered; and 


that in this reſpect Moles acts rather as a politi- 


cal legiſlator in civil life, than a teacher of the 
church in the ſpiritual life. 
» 
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Our author next is very pleaſant on * our 
| & devout people, who would lift up their. 
. hands and eyes, and deem the 3 a 
& monſtrous. piece of wickedneſs.” Would to 
God they had not ſo much cauſe =o to do, as 
his treatiſe and many other, circumſtances of a 
ſimilar nature have too juſtly afforded them ; 
but however he may affe& tojoin with the ſcof- 
fers of the age, and ridicule thoſe devout people, 
as he calls them with a ſneer, I can aſſure him 
it is almoſt, univerſally the caſe among all the 
devout ople I know or hear of ; ſame perhaps 
with oniſhment that ever this author ſhoy! d 
hve to write ſuch a treatiſe; and others in 
; prayer for him, that God would open his eyes, 
and give him repentance to the acknowledging . the 
truth,: and that be 55 recover e If out. of the 


ore 'o the Devil t. | 5 1 


ke. next > to the confiderstion of; A 
paſſage, which he ſays is a concluſive proof of 
1 od's allowance of Polygamy , 2 Sam. xii. f. 
I gave thee thy. maſter's houſe and thy maſter's 
' wives into th beſom. Can we ſuppole, he 
, ſays, o's s giving more wives than one into 
44 David) s boſom, ho already had more tha 
« one, if it was fin in David to take e 5 
To this we may reply, that it muſt not be WH) | 
Zotten that God, without approving, of, the 
rality of wives, only N or ſuffered it 


* * 115. t 26. | 47a, 16: 
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in the Ola '5P eſtament without puniſhing ths 
fame. Some there are that explain the word 

boſom by power 3 fo that though they were to 
be put into his power, he was not to Abuſe them 
againſt the law of God. Thus the Lord deliver- | 
ed Saul into the hand of David, but though he 
was thus delivered into His than; ant was - 
evidently in his power, he did not think he had 
a right to flay bim*. Sd neither might he think 
je had power over them to uſe them as he 
= r the gratification of his own” tf, 


cauſe they were in His power, as was always 
e caſe With the wives pf the recediii 
nor do we indeed read an) ene that 

Ke uk them actually to his bed. But farther 

iche Lord Tays,* Behold T will take. thy dier 

Before thins eyes; and give them unto thy neighbour 

' Abſalom, and he ſhall lie with thy 2 in the 


425 of this ſun. The expreſſion before thing eyes 
can nothing elſe but in tþy kje-tinle.” Now 


tie with another man's wife in the butband? 
*VUfe-ritne, eyen our 8 himtelf will allow to 
55 adultery. If fo, by parity df reaſon, God 
In this caſe e Pod allow adoltery, 
As to allow Polygamy in the other, Is God 
ten the SE Abfalom's fin? Gdd forbid ! 1 
yet he faith bete expreſsly, that he will do this 
"thing. * The meaning 78, that he cfalkertd 
Ab om to fall: into this temptation, and tock 
| "bis reftraining” 8 ' from him, that e Bebit, 
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fin might be puniſhed by that of his on; and 
ſo Godover- ruled the wiekedneſs of Abſalom and | 
Ahitophel by his providence," that it filled 
David with bitter ſorrow. - In Abſalom the fin 
was abominable; but the defign of God in 
over-ruling it was very good, to chaſtiſe —— 
by ſuch wicked inſtruments for his own 
and his ſervant David's good. David —— 
and acknowledged this; and therefore humbled 
himſelf before God on aceoumt of it. Büt if 
God's ſuffering evil to take ace, and then over- 
ruling it by his Providence bring about his 
purpaſes, be conſidered as if he was thenuthor of 
len or ſuchi a fin; or if ſueh a ſin be committed, 
and becauſein in the Seriptu e-expreſſion it is 
Fai, the Lord brought i it to pes, that therefore'ie . 
18 not evil, as our author “argues fern this 
Fallage, | fin. would ceaſe/to he fin, or the greateſt 
1n49t — be charged at God's door. If this 
Kind of argumentation. Herd once to be admit 
ed, we ſhould find in many places the Serip- 

ire reſenting God (en this author's wi 
of reaſgning) as countenanemngand encouragi 
ſin ; yea, not only promoting it, but even 0 . 
ing a part in jt, or the whole of it. Hor can 
this be conſiſtent with the pure and holy nature 
of God? The ſelling Joſeph into Egypt was a 
wicked action, and yet it was from God, Genn. 
'xlv,'$. I was nat you Mat ſent me hither bur 
Vol. It is affirmed that Gd hardened Pharaolꝶs 
Heart, Ex. ix. 12. 14. whereby he acted molt | 
Wickedly and with the utmoſt impiety It is 


W 


Le 

poſitively aſſerted that God ſent an evil ſpirit 
betwixt Abimelech and the men of Shechem, 
Jud. ix, 23. which produced dreadful effects, as 
we read afterwards. When. Shimei was ſo 
malicious an rofane as to curſe David, David 
himſelf one tha the Lord had faid unto him, 
9980 e 2 Sam. xvi. Bae 8 1 


*S& 4s 


SSI S% 4 \ 


ARE: + Bi away, & 
faid to have turned the TEN of f 5 — pfians * 
2 hate, his people, Ht, al 5. 


Fee, Pl. cis. 544 e 7 

er he deceiue — — 25 ay ns, 
the, Tard have. deceived bb e and 10 
the New Teſtament. there are ſome paſſag es 
which at. firſt tig cht. might incline. men to in fer 
that God Was in ſome ſort the 5 of the, fin- 
Ne men:; therefore they. cor; noh believe, 
» becauſe that = ſaid a gain, be hath Blinded their 
N. and bardened. thei earls that. they Lee 


2e Aloe 4 


f 
not ſee with their eyes, nor underſtand with their 
heart, and be converted, and T ſbould heal them, 
John xii. 39, 40. and as concerning the Gen- 
tiles, the Apoſtle ſaith, God gave them up to un. 
cleanneſs, Rom. i. 24. and v. 28. 10 4 reprobate mind. 


No, how can all theſe things be reconciled 
to the purity of God? Firſt, he is ſaid to do 
theſe things, when he with-holds his grace, 
and denies the help of his holy ſpirit, whereby 
alone they can be enabled to do what is right. 
So when the Lord is ſaid to put a lying Girir 
into - the mouth of Ahab's prophets, he refuſed 
to grant them the divine affiſtance, whereby 
they might ſpeak the truth. So the Lord's 
giving up the Gentiles to uncleanneſs, may 

tignity that he deprived them of his grace, did 

not enlighten their underſtanding, nor incline 
their will, but left them to themſelves, and 


then they run into the fouleſt fins. Secondly, 


it may be thus underſtood, becauſe God ſome- 
times ſets ſuch occaſions and objects before 
men, whereby they are excited to thoſe ſinful 
deſires and actions, but the fin is of their owh 
fault. Thus we may interpret 2 Sam. xii, Ix. 
T will take thy wives, &c. Men are beſet with 
objects, which cannot be without divine permiſ- 
ſion; theſe objects are incentives to vice, and 
hindrances to the practice of what is good; but 
is not the ſin their own ? Thirdly, God gives up 
men to be aſſaulted and tempted by Satan; and 
then Gad is ſaid. to do thoſe things which that 
evil ſpirit was the author of. Thus by com- 


paring 


muſt ſhate the ſame. contempt with ot 
they preſume; to differ from him. Judge 


18 


_ paring 2 Sam. xxiv. 1. with 1 Chron. xxi. 1. we 


ayid to number the people; and hence it is 
ſaid the Lord moved him to do it. Thus God 
makes uſe of men and devils in the diſpenſations 
of his Providence; but though men are under 
u Judicial hardgeſs of heart, and by the in- 
ſtigation of the Devil commit ſin, God is not 


: the author of ſin. Thus we ſee how God is 


faid in other eaſes as well as in the paſſage 
relative to his giving ing Saul's wives to David, to 


40 that which is bad in itſelf, by withdrawing 
His grace, and leaving them either ta them- 
ſelves; or to 7 5 39; hy Jed captiue BY ug at 


his will. Geri | | | 7 
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, E a note even the wit men We 
_ author's Qs Profeſſion of the long robe, 
fers, fk 


ckſtone himſelf cannot eſcape, but is mei- 
tioned with a ſheer for ** ſaying very gravely, 


%% Polygamy, is condemned by the law of the 
2 10 New Teſtament: and I helieye molt 1 


People are of eee ens | ; 


Fol 
477 41 1 . 


7 Ao the ſane page we are 4 fac the fin 


> time that zaAm does: not ſignify another. 


Surely our authof. does not intend to teach us 
that it fgnifies otic and the ſame. Vet I ſhall 
wonder at nothing after many of his criticiſms, 
»equally Larius 8 . A to his obſerva- 
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tions reſpecting the law, p. 123. I muſt refer 
my readers to what I have faid in the chapter 
concerning the law: but I cannot help obſerv- 
ing his note in the next page, reſpecting © ſome 
„ commentators, who, by letting their own 
< imaginations looſe, have filled thoſe of many 
& readers with ſore diſtreſs and- bondage of 
t conſcience.” I am ſure however that if they 
have let their i imaginations looſe, our author has 
let out his logſe imaginations,” by which his 
readers have liberty enough of conſcience, as 
much as the greateſt libertine could defire. 
But he is not content thus to cenſure ſome 
commentators ; but, like other men of the 
world, muſt have a jeer, p. 125 in the note, at 
the ſpiritual expofitors as they are called ; andin 
the next page they are wvifonaries and enthuf | 
.Could any of the Phariſees or of the Sadducess: 
of the preſen day hold up thoſe holy laborious 
and uſeful men. in a more «contemptuous point 
of view? had they been now alive, they 
would have conſidered theſe epithets from this 
writer, as titles of great honour, | | 
+ Our author ſeems to a himſelf mide of 
Elijah's not reproving Ahab for Polygamy. 
If he had reproved him for every other ſin he 
was guilty of, beſides this, there would be ſome 
ground for this argument. But did he not 
moſt ſeverely reprove him for forſaking the 
dommandments of the Lord? and was hot one 
4. theſe comman dments, neither * he multiply 
O | a07ves 
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pives to himſelf ? Deut. xvii. 17, and fo fay 
hat the Prophet might not include that breach 
of the divine command in his reproof, is beg- 
ing the queſtion, and more than our author 
himſelf can pretend to determine. He pro- 
ceeds,.p. 135, to Conſider that remarkable paſ- 
ſage againſt Polygamy, Mal. ii. 14, 1 5. Which 
he acknowledges to have been underſtood by 
| the commentators in that light; but according 


8 


cher; ver lee is thy companion and the wife of 
thy covenant, whereas by ſolemn ſtipulation-and 
holy wedlock thou art united by an indifloluble Ill - 
bond: and did not he make one? one man, out of 
SAC Linda his Sie ar bes Wag? 
by that very ack ſhewing that he ſhould hate 
but one Wife; making by his inſtitution of 
' marriage this one pair thus become only one 
"fleſh. Tet had be the refidue of the ſpirit ; he 
. could, if he had pleaſed, have made more fe- 
- wales fo the fill man be did not went the 
power nor the means tp accomplith it, if he => 
| | | t 


122 
fit to provide more wives for Adam than one. 
But ſince this did not take place, it evidently 
appears that he intended but one woman for 
one man; and wherefore one? why did he thus 
make but one, when he could have made more? 
that he might ſeek a godly ſeed, a legitimate 
offspring, born under the divine inftitution of 
the lawful marriage of one man and one woman, 

' who might be brought up in the fear of God, 
by the divine bleſſing on the precepts and ex- 
amples of their parents living in conjugal 
fidelity. Therefore tale heed to your ſpirit, and 

Et none deal treacherouſly againſt the wife of bis 
youth ; look well to your heart, that it go not 
out after other women to take them alſo in 
marriage, thus deſpiſing or caſting off thy law- 
ful wife. This appears to me to be the plain 
genuine ſenſe of the paſſage; in which I am 
happy to coincide with every ſpiritual expaſitor 

That I ever met with on this Scripture : if 1 
err, I err with the moſt reſpectable authority; 

though this author chuſes to put a different 
conſtruction on the paſſage, laying great ſtreſs 
upon the word one, as relating to God and not 
to the creature he had formed; but admitting 
this to be true, it need not alter the ſenſe thar 
has ever been put upon theſe words, much leſs | 
can it poſſibly overturn one argument againft 
Polygamy ; but I am not meli to prefer 
this gentleman's authority to that of the various 
learned authors that have gone before him; 
one of whom, whoſe learning and critical 
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5 knowledge will not be diſputed, ſhall ſpeak for 
the reſt: Dominus teſtificatus eft inter te & 


* uxorem pubertatis tug, quam duxiſti adoleſcens. 
Deo teſte & ſtipulatore, matrimonium con- 
« trahitur. Deus ab initio mundi palam con- 
teſtatus eſt & ſanxit, matrimonu vinculum 
< perpetuum eſſe debere. Tþ/a eft focia tua, 
« quaſi dimidia tui pars, ſocia vitæ, & conſors 
* tori. Uxor federis tui, fœderata tibi per con- 
* nubium, cum qui fœdus iniiſti, et quidem 
fœdus indifſolubile. © Nam altera quam 
« duxiſti non eſt uxor, ſed concubina, non 
3 iniiſti cum ed legitimum foedus. Nonne unum 
« fecit? num, id eſt, unum par conjugavit; 
vel unum, id eſt, unum tantum; Unum, 
ſcilicet hominem, nempe Adamum cumliva, 
7 tanquam altera ipſius parte. q. d. Fecit ut 
duo tantùm una eſſent caro. Revocat hic 
Judæos ad puram conjugii naturam & 
* primam iuſtitutionem. q. d. Quamvis Deus 
hacdenus mores veſtros toleraverit, juxta Act. 
Kili. 18. tamen, quo propiùs jam ad Chriſtum 
„ accedimus, docet nos ad Dei mandata magis 
facta noſtra componere. Luamvis reliqui 
16 e tpfius eſent, plures animas creare polet, 
© quas: inderet pluribus mulieribus Adamo 
jungendis. Id autem quum non fecerit, 
argumento hoc certè eſt quòd nolit uni viro 
e uxores jungi *.' 5 


. Pol. Spa. in loc. 
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The next Scripture-paſſage we find produced 
by our author on this ſubject is, Gen. iv. 19. 
and Lamech took unto him two wives ; here he 
ſays our commentators think they have found 
out the fin of Polygamy. Whether they have 
or not, one thing is certain, this is the firſt in- 
ſtance of it on ſacred record; nor does it re- 
dound to its credit, that Lamech the firſt 
Polygamiſt was a murderer, a ſecond Cain, as 
he literally was a deſcendant from him; even 
ſuch an one was the firſt who violated holy 
Wegdlock. Thus did this evil cuſtom begin in 
the. family of Cain the murderer, in the perſon 
of his lineal deſcendant the murderous Lamech: 
and now let the author take his utmoſt advan- 
tage of this worthy and firſt precedent in favour 
of his adopted ſyſtem ; we will leave it in his 
' -poſlcfiion, Poor Mr. Henry, whom our au- 
thor himſelf, p. 147, reckons as one of the 
«© wiſeſt and beſt of our Englith commentators,” 
is on this occaſion claſſed amongſt the ., or 
the wicked corrupters of the ſacred text, p. 153. 
= = But no wonder, when the great and learned 
Beza himſelf is pronounced in the following 
page to za/k nonſenſe; and that becauſe he ſays 
on 1 Cor. vii. 16. There is only mention made of 
a man and of ONE WIFE, but not of WIVES; 
and that it is not true that a Polygamiſt is ONE 
' with each of his ſeveral wives, when be is rather 
 drvided into as many parts as he has wives. This 
our author denies, and ſays that a Polygamiſt 
is one with each of bis e wives, oo a. 


_ 
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Chriſt the huſband of the Church is 38 . 


one with every ewergl believer, as. with tþ 
whole church gollectively. I ſhall only ſtay to 
obſerve, that the whole body of see in 
dhe aggregate are but one church, and that this 
| dne church is the lamb's wife; true, ſhe conſiſts 
of many members, yet thoſe many members 
re. but one body: : and I hear of our Lord the 
ſp ien bridegroom having but one bride, one 
| Goul ©, one 9 — * when we know of any 
More, it will be time enou ch to conſider this 
roument ; but till then, inaſmuch as Chriſt 
| oo but one ſpouſe, we can find nothing from 
the compariſon in . of mate wives hp 
Wy. | | <a a 1 ln: 


cee are now 2 upon Xp ny our author, p 

ö 56, to conſidęt a moſt important text, which 
he chuſes bot to think, as our tranſlators of 
the Bible and thouſands of others have thou ht, : 
to be a direct prohibĩition of Polygamy. Lev. 
uit. 18. Neither Halt thou. tale 4 Wi 10 7 her 
er, 10 vex her, in her life time. In the margin 
of the Bible it is thus explained, zhou Hall“ 101 
oy 4 7 ne wife to. another ; « which word fiſter 
7 underſtood of an other woman 
1050 Gys. Ainſworth) as ie iy is often yſed | 
+ for any other mam: and then the law here 
_ forbiddeth to take any more wives than ons. | 
1 Wien the reaſon following ſeemeth to con- 
2 en. vi. 31. and 7 , 
08 I. 31. and Rix. 4 fm; 


E 
„ firm : 1% ver ber, or fir an advtrſary, 48 
PpPeninnah is called the adverſaty (or vexer)'6f 
Hannah, the other wife of Elkanah; whereby 
© it is probable, that the her frementioned 1s 
auy other wie, and the Greck here and there 
© tranſlateth alike Antizelos, an envier; for 
When one man hath two wives, they ate 
© ready to envy and vex one another . 1} 
ger life, or whilſt the is alive, as the Greek - 
*'explaineth it.“ Thus far the learned Aiufs 
worth. Hence then, if this interpretation is 
right, a man ought not to have two wives 
together; the word ſiſter being taker ſometimnes 
in a large ſenſe for another woman. Nay, the 
word ſiſter is uſed ſometimes for another. "Thus 
Exod. xxvi. 3. The five curtains jhall be couples 
rugerber one to another [the wombn to her fer]. 
S8 0 likewiſe Ezek. i. 9. Their wings tvere jorned © 
| ne to another ¶ the woman to her fer]. So in 
"Ezek. iti. 13. the living brratures thit touched 
one another [The wvintin ber fer]. This belds 
"the Hebrew idiom fully eſtabliſneth our mar- 
1 1 reading beyond any probability of cen. 
"fotarion. Bit even ſuppoſing it muſt be 
literally meant of a ſiſter by the ſatne parents, 
the conduct of the patriarch Jacob muſt Nand 
condemned at any rate. So that it was poſſible 
"even for a patriarch to act in this matter of 
Polygamy contrary to the las of God, even in 
the common and moſt literal ſenſe of the word 


- 


- 
„ . 


+ Gen. iv. 19. 23. and xxx. 15. 
| : ſiſter. 


F m2. } 

fiſter... However the explanation above given 
from our marginal tranſlation, as well as from 
the. comparing it with thoſe Scriptures, where 
the above expreſſion occurs, which evidently can 
have no other meanin 2 than one 10 another, 1 18 
confirmed by the Samaritans; who have the 
books of Moſes as well as the Jews, and abo- 
minate their tenets of Polygamy; which alſo 
they ſee particularly forbidden in this paſſage 
of Scripture. So alſo do the Caraites, a learned 
ſect among the Jews, who profeſs to ftick to 
the letter of Scripture, and reject the traditions: 
ww glofles of the Rabbins. d OY 
, 3 obſervation of our author's s now 8 
x my. eyes, that we do not keep preciſely the 
„ ſeventh day as the Chriſtian Sabbath.“ 
Would to God we kept the f day, che | 
Chriſtian Sabbath, more preciſely than we do, 
but I have it from indiſputable authority, Fr 
though. every Miniſter of the Goſpel that I 
know, are conſtantly. lamenting. the propha- 
nation of the Sabbath, our author thinks our 
. obſervance of it ou ht to be relaxed more by 
Chriſtians than it Is; and I ſhould not be 
| ſurpriſed if the author of AN. was ſoon 
to publiſh an equally ſpiritual and profitable 
treatiſe, againſt too fnrict and ri ha an . 
9 be. Lards 20 commonly ca led ee. 
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He thinks he gains a great advantage in 
favour of the Levitical law as binding us as well 
as the Jews, © becauſe Deut. xxii. is out firſt 
leffon for the evening-fervice every th of 
March, as is Ex. xxii.' for every 8th of 
February in the morning.” To this I would 
reply, that Leviticus xvii. wherein it 1s-enjoined 
nol to take one wife to another, is our firſt leſſon 
for every 11th of February in the morning; as 


is Deut. xvi. wherein multiplying of wives is 


152 forbidden, which is read every 2d of Mareh 


for another of our leſſons in the morning. But 
leſt our author ſhould build too much upon 
this, I will juſt remind him, that if he means 
ta prove any thing from this argument, as to 
our adopting every obfervance that we read of, 
for our own practice, he will prove too mueh. 
It is well to be deeply acquainted with the 
whole word of God, and our church does well 
to appoint every part of it to be read through - 
out the year; but does it follow from our read- 
mg many of the political laws of the Jews, or 
the hiſtorical facts and exploits of their worthies, 
we are therefore called upon to obſerve the 
former, of to imitate literally the latter? Far 
be it from us to think it would be any thing 
- ſhort of blaſphemy to ſay, good people, ye 
are not to mind what ye hear: furely we 
may mind it, and that with the utmoſt 
folemnity aud reverehce, and yet not be called 


under the Goſpel-diſpenſation to practiſe it. For 
inſtance, I read our leſſon for the very firſt 10 
* HM | x >: 8 
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I 114 | © In 
of the new year, wherein I fee the divine com- 
mand, every man- child among you po. be circum- 

ciſed, Gen. xvii. 10. Do I not know that this 
is not to be done now? and yet ſhould I fay, 
good people, ye are not to mind what ye 
4 Hear?” If our author reads prayers on the 
22d of November, he might, with ſuch a 

preface, introduce the Hiſtory of Suſanna in the 
evening; to ſay nothing of Bel and the Dragon 
the next day in the morning. He does ho-- 
ever at laſt acknowledge in the ſame page, 
that the dowry of virgins, in the very chap- 
ters he refers to, may be ſet down amongſt 

the ceremonial or temporary obſervances of 
* what may be called, to this purpoſe, the 
% Jewiſh, law;” and I am happy that we are 
not to rely on this / gentleman for drawing the 
line, where be pleaſes, between that, and what 
has been ever deemed the moral law, 


1 $* The law, he ſays, was given by Moſes, but 
grace and truth, came by Jeſus Chriſt ; there- 
fore there was no need of mentioning Poly- 
gamy in the New Teſtament, as it was de- 
terminately ſettled by Moſes*,” Where was it 
determinately ſettled? JL have ſhewn that it 
Was prohibited; and even if it had not, ſurely 
the goſpel-diſpenſation is infinitely ſuperior 
to the Jewiſh political law. But is it not men- 
tioned, is it not forbidden in the New Teſta- 
i rand]; 
Ci ment ? 


_  Teftament, and in the way to it takes notice that 
David died as really a Chriſtian believer as St. Paul 


. F: fs 1 | 
ment? I hope to prove them both before we 
finiſh this chapter. That God declared his 
will, and enacted all his laws, of the three 


different kinds, by his miniſter Moſes,” we 
| Know; but that does not ſuperſede the neceſſity 


nor eclipſe the glory of the goſpel of Chriſt 5? 
nay, rather the yoke, that neither the Jews 
nor their fathers could bear, was happily ex? 


changed for the liberty wherewith Chriſt hatlY 


made us free under the goſpel. Why then re- 


turn to the beggarly elements of the law I 
Why long for the fleſh- pots of Egypt? 


-Our author promiſes to proceed now to ſhew 
that Polygamy is not forbidden in the New 


did. But was there nothing therefore reprehen- 


ble in David? Yea, verily, and St. Paul too; 
though both moſt eminent believers under 
their reſpective different diſpenſations; yet, the 


one could ſay, Cleanſe thou me from my ſecret 


2 Fault and enter not into judgment with thy ſer- 


-vant; O Lord, for in thy fight ſhall no man living 


5 e . Whilſt the other acknowledges, 
I Have not already attained, nor am already per- 


Ly 


ect; and exclaims, O wretched man that I am, 
0%. Hall deliver me from the body of this death +! 


But almoſt the laſt act of his life was Poly- 


—_ 


ini. 14. Rom vii. 24. 


„ ; 267 P 2 Samy, 


* pa. 169. Nl xix. 12. and cxliil. 2. 3 Phil. 
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my, in takin Abiſhag Suppoſe we grant 
* 5 we are toldthatthe #5 ting Ts ber not af But 
if marriage be the perſonal "Lnowledga of each 
other, either they were not. married, according 
to out author, or his definition again comes to 
nothing. But he ſays, be cannot conceiye 
* any man's conſcience to be more taken c | 
*. tive by the. devil, than his who is perſuaded 
that eben is more holy than mar- 
riage. Query, whether that man's con- 
Kience is not in the ſame predicament, who 
has perſuaded, himſelf, and attempts to per- 
ſuade others, that Polygamy i is as acceptable to 
God, as the original divine inſtitution of mar- 
e one man Ang one aan we: to be 


St. Bernard + is « preſſed 5 into the N 
. thoug ch. in the very ſame. ſentence he is pro- 
— aveak. a { ſuperflitious; and though his 
explanation of one part of the Scripture is pro- 
nounced by our author 4 meſter-/troke of. folly 
a4 weakneſs. (muſt it not be a bad cauſa to re- 
- guire. ſuch, an advocate then in its defence ?) 
vet, as a witneſs. for Polygamy, be is con; 
. fdered. as. more ſcriptural and conſiſtent than 
*©. ſame more modern ex poſitors: I beg par- 
don for. omitting his witticiſm, in calling them 
up e a CM term however that their 
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almirers will probably retort upon out author 


* 1 as the, advocate of this ee . 


ah the; next page, bs obforves,! . "the 


. « cock of ſtopping. the ' courſe of natural de- 


4 res 1 18, they wHl bear all down befere them s 


and then follows (not only) what the N 
+. of Pepiſh/Celibacy ac EE us.wath-;? but 


I WII — what the hiſtory of de Proteſtant 
Thelypthora recommends to us ; — he adds, the 


ſubject of the Popiſſi cuſtoms is too indelieate 
to dwell upon; bo but he will © refer his rea- 


+ ders to ſuch and ſuch books! which- treat of 
; them. But if ſo indelicate, Why mention, 
why recommend. reading the books that treat 

of them? Why lament that they are nearly 
N 1 out of print . Why with them, to bo hand- 
- <. ſomely 'reptinted: ?” Such is the incon- 

alteney, ſueh the affected delicacy. of our au- 
thbt. He laments . the poor huſband's ſitua- 
tien.“ Who is tied . to an high-(pirited: fe- 
10 male; and. like ; the; poor old lien in che 


« fable inſulted by the aſs; and that the 


*. poor man muſt grind in mola aſinaria 


e thecharſermill) during life.“ To be ſute, 


this iv 2 {pathetic ſtory, and told feelinglys 
and if it is the poor gentleman's experience, he 
ia to be pitied ; yet 1 would not recommend to 
3 oa to 1mitate the example of king Ahaſuerus, 
leſt tus wife ſhould be diſpoſed to copy alter 


* See Eſther b 10, &c. 
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queen Vaſhti, and the poor man's imperial 
mandate be diſobeyed; and as he cannot help 


himſelf, till his ſyſtem is adopted by our laws, 


he muſt be reduced to grind on ſtill “ in mola 


4. afinaria during life.“ But to be ſerious; we 


ſhould hear leſs of theſe complaints, if the 
Scripture-rules for the conjugal ſtate were more 
attended to; a practice would enſue more 
«conſonant either to ſcripture or reaſon, than 
for a man to break the marriage-bond, by re- 


fuſing in to cobabit with his wife,” © 


ASS OS WES : on K ; _—_— 
„ Some wilt tell us *, he adds, that ſuch a 
<«< thing 3 by the will of Providence, 
and therefore muſt? be ſubmitted to; but 
<&/ Heans, he ſays, are to be uſed for deliver- 
«< ance, yea, are! apparent duties, as in the 


* caſeé of ſickneſs and trouble.“ Vet, I can- 


not but think, that though it is allowable to 
uſe Proper means in caſe of ſickneſs and trouble 
that the means in the fitſt place be proper, for if it 
be improper; it is unſcriptural, and therefore 
ſin ful. Upon a principle ſo unguarded as what 
he has now laid down, any means may be uſed 


that the heart of man can deviſe, and that may 


be moſt agreeable to his carnal will; on this 
principle, robbery may be juſtified; and ſuicide 
be extolled ;- becauſe the former may be the 
means of extricating a man from worldly dii- 
ſioultiez and trodbles;i or he mayi think -t6 get 
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rid of the diſtreſs of his mind by the latter; ; 


and if we may argue from the neceſſity of the 
caſe, as our author does for the huſband's put- 


ting away the wife that is his plague and tor- 


ment; may not neceflity be pleaded for every 


wickedneſs under the ſun ? but if on the other 
hand we take the only ſafe way, to argue from 


Scripture, we ſhall ſoon perceive that the huſ- 
band ſhall not put away his wife, except for 
adultery. V l 
To prove the /awfulneſs of Polygamy, as 
well as the practice of . among Fe firſt 


Chriſtians, this author refers us next to 1 Tim. 


iti. 2. and Tit. i. 6.* and obſerves that when 
« St. Paul ſays, a biſhop or deacon is to be the 
&« buſtand of one wife, it certainly carries with, 


eit a tacit allowance of Polygamy, as to the 


% lawfulneſs of it, with regard to all other 
s men. | 
becauſe St. Paul ſays, a biſhop muſt Be, not given 
to wine, no firiker, not greedy of filthy lucre, not a 
brawpler, &c, &c, +, it certainly carries with it. 
a tacit allowance of brawling and ſtriking, of 
drunkenneſs and covetouſneſs, as to their law- 
fulneſs, with regard to all other men. Such is 


He might juſt as well infer, that 


the logic of our author! What a. ſpecimen of 


that reaſoning, or rather that ſophifry, which 
dae through his whole Babes. Penny OL 
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this his favourite 1 But after all; the 


x 


apple firppl fimply directs the biſhops, that ſhould 


de made Ae of, ſhould be of ſuch men as 


had not given into the unwarrantable practice 
of Poly amy, fo prevalent at that time both 


among ws and Gentiles ; that he ſhould have 


no wes Hon as 1 a time, as he muſt 
be in t as in other r pects, an enſample to 
the flock. Hereby does the apoſtle expreſſly 


condemn the having more wives than one by 


name; ſo that theſe two texts are as little to 


our author s purpeſe, and the inference he 
draws from as eontrary to the anal 
of eee, as to the rules of logic or right 
reaſon'®, 7 


H= ads, 1 in 15 FT page, chat «6 ſome Je 


2 c ſuits Who refuſad to admit the king of 


ce Tonquin into the Chriſtian Church, vnleſs 


“ he would put. away all his wives but one, 
1 were veuy juſtly driven out of the countey. 


2 8 


ee de u opal of theſe palligen, and the lakers, 
he draws, Have been unfortunately anticipated by a 
= and! merry Werk poet that wrote the fallowing 
ng the beginning: df the laſt n 1 A TUCTH) 
12 n In Caum. He CFF 
ene ee coram Pre faule, cam; . 
Confeſſus Ri on en 3 R 
27 7 is Vir £ ,, 211 
o. Iicer 34 cd b re duas? 


What this fagatians Port ſpoke in our grave 00 
adlyapess in carnel. l 
| 1 with 
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I- wiſh every Chriſtian Church were in this 
reſpect to follow their example, and refuſe to 
admit all thoſe to their communion, who would 
not put awway all their wives but one; perhaps 
every individual would not then be admitted 
that now is, at a certain chapel in this me- 
tropolis. But when the principal chaplain 
holds this doctrine, is it to be wondered at if 
he ſhould have ſome one diſciple at leaſt, and 
if that diſciple ſhould (like the adulterous 
woman in the Proverbs) wipe his mouth even 
' whilſt he eateth there at the Lord's table, and 
ſay I have done no wickeaneſs ? 7 n 


Our author, having promiſed to be very en- 
tertaining, relieves us ſoon from that wearineſs 
in the reader which ever accompanies dryneſs 
and prolixity in the writer; and introduces a 
pleaſant ſtory from Eraſmus of a preaching 
* friar, Who from thoſe words, nonne decem 
« facti ſunt mundi? began to prove there were 
ten Worlds,” (the word mundus a ſubſtantive 
«ſignifying à world, the adjective mundus ſig- 
* nifying clean). An arch fellow ſtanding by, 
„ ſtopped his mouth with the following 
% words, ſed ubi ſunt novem, but where are the. 
nine? l will here alſo, by way of relaxation, 
- preſent the author with another ſtory (not of a 
friar, but) of a chaplain of James the. Iſt. 
preaching at court from theſe words, I am not 
aſhamed of the goſpel of Chrift ; and a moſt miſe- 
rable preacher he was, but for ever repeating 


the 


* 


[- aa; 

the text; till at laſt the King loſt all patience, 
and cried out, Odi, man, but the gaſpel of 
oy, N be aſhamed TY thee. A ſy 15 to the 


wiſe !—Now you are not to ſuppoſe, gentle. 


reader, at preſent, that though the huſband 


may have an hundred wives if he pleaſe, . that 
the woman ſhould have more than one huſ- 


band at once. I ſay at preſent, for our au- 


thor may change his mind upon that. ſubje& as 
he has done upon this, if I am rightly: informed*, 
If he ſhould 1 90 in a future publication advance, 
that a wife may have as many huſbands as ſhe 
Amen (for nil mirari is a leſſon '1 have long 

earn't) we ſhall then have a pompous teſti- 
mony produced in its favour, from the examples 


of the Hou ννge, the Medes, and the Naires on 


the coaſt of the Malabar; with a liſt of infinite 


BE etcæteras. But at preſent this cuſtom is pro- 


nounced contrary to nature itſelf: not more 
ſo, I am humbly. of opinion, than the practice 
he contends for, Is. not Polygamy contrary 


” alſo to ihrs! Let us Fonkger for a eee, 


8 


jo Some years ago a a a clergyman, Mr. W—y H—ll, 1 


ig occaſionally to officiate as a reader, where our anthor Wag 


the preacher, and having been famous, or 128 infamous, 
in reſpect of Polygamy, the latter appeared to be out of all 
patience, and enquired: how that abandoned fellow could be 


employed, who had done fo much miſchief in tbe religious 


world by his principles and practice? Our author was not then 
fo'much enlightened. as to this doctrine; and having been 
lately reminded, as I have heard, by one that knew this anec< 


dote, his anſwer . A 1 ane are anne e 


words to that elfe 1 1 8 1 e Sr. 
5 : 255 


MM Mea 
and we ſhall find it only that it is in defiance 
of the primitive law given to mankind, and in 

contradiction to that law that was repeated and 
confirmed by our Saviour; but that it is a viola- 
tion of the law of nature. All by nature have 
an inherent right of marriage; but if one man 
may have ten wives at once, this right of 
marriage muſt then be denied to near that 
number of other men. For if he has ten wives 
to his ſhare, muſt not nine other men be de- 
prived of their right? It is therefore contrary 
to the law of nature, that one man ſhould 
have more than one wife at a time. Agaiti, 
it is according to the law of nature to curb 
men's defires towards many; which will not 
be the cafe where there is a plurality of wives, 
The greater the indulgence is to carnal grati- 
ficarions; the ſtronger it grows; hence it ought 
to Be reſtrained inſtead. of being ſpurred; atid 
no doubt, for this reaſon, among, others, was 
there an early proviſion againſt it. Beſides, that 
mutual love, which is efferitial'to'conjugal haps 
pineſs, muft be divided; and when thus divided 
and diſperſed, it muſt be weaker than before; 
as a ſtream muſt loſe its force in proportion to 
its different branches. Hence it ſhould; be 
confined to one man and one woman; for if 
more partake, it loſes it's efficacy. Such love 
is requiſite! in that Nate as is moſt effectuallx 
maintained between ain; otherwiſe it will 
be partial; and to divide it is to deſtroy it.“ 
This to me appears the dictate of natural rea- 
„„ O25 ſon; 
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ſon; if ſo, N is condemned as intrin- 
ſecally mera! But farther, whereſoever 
this cuſtom prevails, what is the ſtate of the 
women? Go all over the Eaſt, particularly in 
China, where they have no inheritance ; and in 
| Perſia they are not conſidered as having ſouls. 
Ts it not then a dreadful violation of the law. of 
nature? . But after all, when we conſider that 


 Ged eyed but one wife for Adam,when _ 


was ſuch a need of increaſe of children to 

ple the earth; and when after the flood chivce 
were but Noah and his three ſons, who had each 
of them but one wife, muſt not this be an un- 
anſwerable argument againſt the expedience 
and neceſſity, as well as againſt the lawfulneſs 
of Polygamy ? The chief reaſon I preſume 
why the Patriatchs were ſo deſirous of many 
children, which they might imagine might be 
the conſequence: of having more wives than 
one, was becauſe of the promiſe to Abraham 


concerning the multiplying of his feed, and particu- 


larly that they hoped thereby to ſee thank bleſſed 
Feed, the Meſſiah, who was: e A all * 
Faithful, | TEA 

Let us now proceed. The author gays, 
<6: he pretends not to be a prophet.“ Methinks 
T hear ſome old devout cen ſay, It is well 
he doth not, for no body will beheve it, un- 


4 1 it be that he. is a prophet, of Backs 


. 209. 


However, 


E a 1 
However, though he is no prophet; “ he 
doubts not that a century hence the world 
„ will wonder at the wildneſs ( (perhaps he 
-'* would rather we ſhould read the 2010 m) of 
the man who attacked the preſent yſtem as 
to marriage, and the Aa of thoſe who 
< diſliked it.“ But perhaps our poſterity will 
rather be aſtoniſhed, that the author of ſuch'a 
book was not Sxnommmicarad from the chureh, 
and puniſhed by fine and impriſonment, by the 
ſtate. This to thoſe whom it my concern; 20s 1 
1 eng on Pa. 209. | {1 „ 


fy 


He now goes to the confilnacion off ack 
N from the New Teſtament, which has 
been ever looked upon as concluſive againſt 
Polygamy, 1 Cor. vii. 2—5. * Nevertheleſs, 
to avoid fornication, let every man have his own 
wife, and every woman ber own huſband. He 
obſerves, that . zo avoid, is not in the original, 
that Tas Topucs 18 plural, Jornications; that he 
uſes the verb ey in a larger ſenſe than merely 
' Having, even retainining | poſſeſſion of : Ty, care. 

of himſelf, his own n ; and xo ide 18 a 
variation in the phraſeology.” The words then, 
he | ſays, muſt; be, Let every wife retain 
„% or keep to the man appropriated to her.” 
Theſe exprefhons of vn cue and Toy ion, he 
ſays , differ alſo in many other places: in ſhort, 
from hence our learned and hypercritical-authot | 


OT e 914" Th; 2296 : | 1 
Vs | concludes, . 


. 
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. that though a man might have 
more than one wife, yet a woman could 
% have but one huſband.” This puts me in 
mind of John of Leyden, who being obſerved 
to go into his maid's bed, did ever after take 
the fame ſide of the queſtion as. our author, 
and became a violent advocate for Polygamy; 
and it was the ſame practice, we are told in 
kiſtery, engaged the impoſtor Mahomet in de- 
fence of the ſame doctrine. But to return: as 
to the word Toprazs, the apoſtle includes differ- 
ent kinds of uncleanneſs, and therefore it 18 
in the plural number. Again, let every man have 
bi eur. wife, not wives, nor 4 concubine: his 
on- and every woman her or. huſband.” What 
eas be a ſtronger prohibition of Polygamy? 
The Apoltle-aflerts hers the mutual obligation 
on botłk ſides: be therefore that hath 
once pledged himſelf to a wife, ought not to ſe- 
parate himſelf from her; bebe a, is evident from 

tke next: clauſe,. and every 'woman her own'bufe- 

band: Polygamy being here alike: forbidden to 
beth parties. For what is his own wife, 
Tw iavrs. but one wife, and not many: and 
oy wife Tov id her on hufband? As tothe 
; , I have been ever taught to conſider 
it 1 og bange poſſideo, to have, to 
be in * poſſeſſion of; and as to Wis 
and £wurs, . 1 = ee uſed in the Scripture 
without diſtinQon. Thus for inſtance, omi | 


5 e. Hed. Len. bs 
Iv. 


5 „„ : 
iv. 19. where Abraham conſidered not his own. 
body, it is To d owe and in Hebrews ix. 12. 


by his own blood, where it is ſaid, 28 ite . 


etre. Now if our author can find any differ- 
ence in theſe terms of appropriation of a man's 


own body and his oxwn blood to himſelf, ſo that 
one is more peculiarly his own than another, 


then there is a difference between the two 
words that our Apoſtle uſes indiſcriminately, 
and our author makes ſo much ado about. 
But as long as wo; ſignifies neither more nor 


leſs than ſuus, and eaure fui ipſius, we ſhall fin 4 : 


his diſtinction to be without a difference. It 


will be an affront to any that know the 


originals to dwell any longer on fo clear a 


point; and my Engliſh readers may take it for 


granted that the term his own applied to the 
wife, and her own applied to the husband, are 


entirely of the ſame import throughout the 


| Scriptures. But once more, before we quit 
this paſſage of the Apoſtle, and this part of our 
ſubje& ; what difference can there be reſpeQing 


the privilege of the man in taking to him 
more wives than one, over the woman in 
taking more husbands than one? when it is ex- 
preſsly ſaid, the wife hath not powwer. of her. own 
Body, but the huſband ; and tikewiſe alſo the h. 
band hath not power of his own body, but the ee: 


from whence we ſee that the wife hath as much 
power over her husband's body, exclufively of 
all other women, as the husband hath of the 
wife's body, excluſively of all other men. 


e N . 


4 


, 

Here the Apoſtle ſeems to add the word [:he4v:/e 
expreſsly, becauſe: the husbands thought they 
had more right to indulgence of this kind than 
the wives ; and hence the cuſtom of having 
more wives than one, or at leaſt of keeping a 
miſtreſs or a concubine, beſide the lawful wife. 
In point of conjugal fidelity both then are alike 
concerned, and both alike enjoined. Here 
then again is. Polygamy peremptorily con- 
demned; for if the huſband nu ee the 
power over his own body, and ſurrender it to 
his wife, how can he be at liberty. to join him- 
ſelf after wards to another? Whatever power 
then the huſband hath over the body of the 
wife, the ſame power hath the wife over the 
body of the huſband. So that there ſeems juſt 
as good authority from theſe paſſages for a 
Community as for a Plurality of wives: and if 
our author ſhould hereafter ſend out a treatiſe 
in favour of the former, as he hath now done 
in defence and recommendation of the latter, 
he wquld have a variety of authorities from 
the Troglodytes, the Agathyrſi, the Maſſagetæ, 
and the Scythians, the ancient inhabitants f 
Britain, the Sabeans, the Calecutians, and the 
Lithuanians, with Plato and Diogenes, with 

the Gnoſtics, Nicolaitans, and the ſtoics at 
„Our author allows that Dr. Whitby *, 
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whom he calls a very laboridus and learned 
s commentator, in his comment on the text 


laſt mentioned obſerves that here is a plain an. 


_ *© gument againſt Polygamy.” And how could 
he ſay otherwiſe? but unfortunately his au- 

thority alſo goes for nothing, when he preſumes 
to differ from our more laborious and more learned 


He temarks, that among the Pagans, few 


„ nations were content with one wife *.“ 


Truly this is a doctrine one could with had 


ben confined to the Pagans; much more fit 


to be maintained and recommended to practice 
by a Pagan, than by an inhabitant of à civi- 
hzed country, a chriſtian, a miniſter of the 


We are now to be refreſhed with the ſtory 


of Whittington, though he has forgot the car. 


Perhaps in another edition we may be enter- 
tained with the ſtory of Tom Thumb, and of 
Jack the Giant Killer: I can find no analogy 
here, unlefs it be in the ſound of Whittington's 


bells and the unmeaning jingle of our author's 
words, of which it may be truly ſaid as to 


many paſſages in this voluminous work, ſo 
full as it 18 of Tautology, Vor & preterea 


nibil. Our author ſeems very earneſtly, p. 249, 


but very ſpecioufly, to recommend the compar» 


4 £ » * 1 8 P 
- ; T : 4 *. "| 7 ; 4 * 5 . s * a Pa. 244. 6 * 
FR p 1 «> 8 . 
; þ —_—_ * 
. ing 


1 0 OY 
ing the Nero Teſtament with the Old. So we 
will, God helping us; but not paying atten- 
tion to his miſinterpretations or falſe gloſſes, 
unleſs it be to detect and expoſe his errors; 
and we wiſh him in return to compare the Old 
with the New; and to pray for the illumina- 
tion of him who guideth into all truth; and 
he will find that what was ſuffered by Moſes 
under the law, was abſolutely prohibited by 
Chrift and his Apoſtles under the Goſpel. '* 


In the next page, ſpeaking again of compar- 
ing the New Teſtament with the Old, a ſimile 
is introduced of à doꝛen of dice; what dice 
have to do with the Scriptures, Jam at a loſs to 
determine; but as ſome that call themſelves 
miniſters of the Goſpel, have of late grown ſa 
immoderately fond of cards, and perhaps of 
dice, we cannot wonder that what is upper moſt 
comes out firſt. + eee ee 
Our author quotes another paſſage, p. 252, 
. which he ſays is not agaiuſt Polygamy, Eph. 
v. 32. For this cauſe ſball :a man Satan fas 
ther and mother, and ſhall be joined unto his wife, 
and they two ball be one fleſh. ' This is a great 
myſtery, but. I ſpeak concerning Chriſt and tbe 
- church. - Nevertheleſs let every one of you in par- 
4 love his 2vife, even as himſelf; and the 
Wife fee that ſhe reverence} her huſband. Now 
can any paſſage more clearly point out the er- 
. Toneous doctrine of Polygatny ? I haye already 
2 "Ro ſhewn 


— 


We: ] 
ſhewn. how the comparifon holds good between 
the church and a wife; and if Chriſt has but 
one wife, even his church; what argument N 
be adduced from thence in favour of a plurality? 
if indeed each believer were called his wife, 
there might be ſome inference then drawn in, 
favour, of this ſyſtem; but as the whole body, 
the church; nch (though as the natural 
body, conſiſting of many members) is but one, 
body, and that one body called the ſpouſe of 
Chriſt, I can find nothing in favour of a man's 


having more wives than one. Here is only 


mention made of tw, which #9 ſhall be one. 
fleſh: ſo that there are no more wives than one 
even alluded to; hence, likewiſe where the 
huſband is if poken of in the ſingu lar number, 
ſo is the 2 — : hence too, the Food of w 

between one couple: ſuch is the union bes. 
tween, Chriſt and his ſpouſe the church. Can 


then, I ſay, any paflage be ſtronger againſt 
Polygamy, the e bane of e mar- 


ie e e et, 
The next 2 from * ho re we meet 


with in our author is again taken from the 
Jewiſh law. Deut. xxv. 5— 10, Though he 


acknowledges, this law (in ſa many Words) 
1 muſt certainly be looked upon as an exception | 
« from the general law, p. 260. (Lev. Xviii. 
% 16.)“ If fo, how can it be part of that 
moral law, which admits of no deviation, no 
exception, nat even in one jot or one tittle? 
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Ot of his own! mouth, or rather frem "his 
own pen, is this inconſiſtent author condemned; 
The. utmoſt that: can be gathered from this text 
5; char ſuch a marriage was only meant for 
5 ee and prefervation of inheritanees in 
rheir reſpe 5255 families, thun the name 


45 557 þ ut” r ; what has this law then 
to do any 2 — ns? Phe author m 
Well ſubjoimn 'his G erer erh that 5 it is an 
<"ception fromm tſte general Jaw le otherwiſe, if 
the Whöle lay given to Me es reſpecking the 

chi goyernmbnt of the Jews had formed part 
of "the moral aws and this paſſuge belonged to 
1 „Upon Vor af author's hypotheſis,” it would! 
be not only aW ct, but eve! ardeity, in certain. 
9 Ras A #hiſband's brother to marry! 

No een nthe' whole; What becomes 


of His by e's Ertions thatithe Moſaic law is 
1 able, od — of which not one jot 
of ti 84285 , the tranſgreſſors 


_ wlditof were füp —— 8 6 be under 4 Surf? 
This then is one of the many judicial, tempofary 
laws, calculated for, and enjoined on the people 
ofthe Ss, as peculiar” to their character, 
mw „and efeumſtances, and which of icourfe 
0 more obſigation oh Chriſtians,” than the 
, 7s ald polity 6f) any other nation under 
hezyen; Had it been part of the moral law, 
bo could God make an Ererßeken from it, as 
ont author owns he doth? He would not, yea 
he could not diſpenſe with. it; but he diſpenſes 
with: 1 This law's Lev. Win 167 a8 we ſee "the 
© 


IE 

the above paſſage of Deut. xx v. therefore the lat 
in Levitieus, particularly referred to by this au- 
thor, cannot be any part of the moral law. 
This; I believe, will be found agreeable” to 
chat logio which our author might have leatnx 

ad the univerſity; though he. ſeems to hav 
forgot it, or rather to have exchangedit: for the 
art. ſophiſtry, acquired ſince that period ar 
the bar. The next. obſervation I have to make 
is on the favourable notice taken of an extract 
from Bp. Burnet, reſpecting the Polygaty:' off 
the Jews; quoted, it ſeems, by Dean Delany 
in his: book againſt Polygamy. The Dean 
havin \takeryt] is ſide of the- queſtion i is Hotꝭ it 
may de ſuppoſed, fpoken of in the higheſt 
terms by this author. Fhe good dean, he 
"* "ſays, in his 'zeall agamnſt Polygamy, don't 

give: himſelf time to conſider the foundneſy 


47 87 the- learned prelate's opinion.“. Fhe 


good dean but the learned prelare. 3 
his own determination, if — biſhop had thie 
learning, the dean had the better part; thei 
goodneſs ; indeed I am ſo much of the goog 
dea s opinion, that I cannot but wiſſi with 
hin, for the honour of the biſhop, that he- 
had retrafted} what he bn nen decide 
en e e 0975 eee 

That che dunn We nen Sn Ei 
Seni, that the reaſom why Mahlon's next 
- Kinſman refuſed to redeem Ruth his widow! 
wat, becauſe it was not lawful for him to 
et | marry 


. - 

'watry her, having a wife of his own, appears 
from the following quatation, ; ** volunt-hyig- 
 -homin: fuiſſe uxorem & liberos; ita Joſephus. 
qui ſic, puto, intellexit. Nolo mihi aliam 
& uxorem ſuper- accerſere, ne pacem turbem 
« familiz meæ; Mihi & uxor & filii multi 


i <«.funt; ad hoc, fi ex Ruth plures accederent 


e filii, meæ poſſeſſiones nimium diſſecarentur, 

& litibus involverentur. Quòd uvxorem 
habuerit teſtis eſt chald. hoe loco. Vid. 
Pol. Syn. aft N11 n tee nas 7162 
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F r . SET Et) 
The law itſelf on which we have been 
now diſcourſing was only, (this author ac- 
©: knowledges again, p. 267), a local and tem- 
* porary inſtitution, and in the very nature of 
it could only concern the Jews; and yet 
bow is he perpetually interweaving this ſame 
code of local and temporary laws with the 
moral law, when it ſerves his purpoſe, and he 
can draw any thing from it in favour of his 
ſyſtem of Polygamy? 77; 

10 . e he produces his two favourite paſſages 
aß fal Ali. 16, and Deut. xxii. 28, 29, 
which I have already conſidered; and which, if 
I was to dwell upon every time he quotes and 
repeats his tireſome comment upon them, I 
ſhould: ' have no room for any thing elſe. 
in ſuch a tract as this; I ſhall therefore paſs 
them over at this time to avoid that mne f 
for which our author's two volumes are ſo fa - 


F.4 — EEE 
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modus : only I would take notice of his obſer- 


vation concerning our law, which he laments 


is ſuch that a married Engliſhman cannot 
„ publickly. and openly marry the virgin he 
“ has ſeduced or taken ;” but he adds, if he 
« ſurvives his preſent engagement, he ſhould 
* marry her publickly; ſo one great end of 


the law would be anſwered.” Hence when 


any one of our rakes debauches a young wo- 


man, and does but keep her afterwards from 


ſtarving, and takes it into his head to many 
her ' publickly, after his/preſent wife's death, I 


fay publickly (for you are to underſtand; rea- 


der, they were before married privately, in the 
very act of ſeduction, which our author looks 


upon as marriage) he will anſwer the great 


end of the law. 


Our author proceeds, p. 281, to the caſe of 
Abimelech and Sarah; and from God's not 
reproving him on account of Polygamy, he in- 
fers that it could not be diſpleaſing to him. 
Why God did not inform him of the ſin of 
Polygamy, and why he did not charge him 
with every ſin he had committed in his life, 
J cannot preſume to ſay; but ſubmit my ſur- 
miſes to ki 

dom. That Abimelech's guilt would be toin- 
| _— and greatly aggravated if he was to 


ve taken Sarah, knowing her to be another 
man's wife, is certain; and therefore it is re- 


 fpediing this ſingle circumſtance that God ſays, 
ct 1 . Trhuw 


1s ſovereign pleaſure and infinite wiſ- 
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I An thou dig this in the wprighineſs. of. thine 
bu: God doth not hereby — 4. him 
altogether:guiltleſs in the taking Sarah away, 
but only regarding the deſign of adultety 2071b 
ner man's vf. 


The next paſſage of Scripture we meet with 
in our author is p. 294, Job xxiv. 1 5, o a ph 


wapeBaru amo ó xv (avrs. We tranflate 


the words THE ADULTERER' wwaiteth for the 


twilight, which our author explains by a de- 
| Ros other men's wives.“ But the literal 
tranſlation being 4 man who. tranſgreſſeth from 
bis: bed, may as well ſuit the Polygamiſt, who 
tranſgrefſeth from the bed of his proper wife, 
when he ta the bed of another woman; 


call her what you will, adultreſs, whore, con · 


cubine, the ſecond, or the twenty- ſecond, wife. 


He certainhy tranſgreſſeth from his bed, and is 


bere deſcribed: as warting for the tzuiligli, ſaying, 


vo eye ſhall fee me, and 4 50 bis face. In ib 


dark'they rg through hauſes, which they had mar. 


the light, A lively deſcription of the works 


of darkneſs, and thoſe that are concerned..in 


f 


1 e . 


them 
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he Church is next called upon to give her 


euidenee in favour of our author's aſſertions re- 
ſpecting the immutability of the moral laut 
(which by the way no one diſputes) but let us 


* A L £4 % 


Dear what hie: ſays, in her ſeventh article, which 


; 7 r ? "2 res S pac oF 7 | * 
he here quotes; wherein we find this clauſe 
4 although the law of God given from God 4 


1437 J ö 
? 


+ Moſes, as touching ceremonies and rites, do 


“ not bind chriſtian men ; nor the civñ precepts . 
thereof ought, of neceſſity, to be recerved 


into any .commonwealth— yet,  notwith- 


4 ſtanding,no'chriſtiin man whatſoever i free 
„ from the obedience" of the  commandriients 

«which are called moral.” Tam much Sb 
do this gentleman for reminding me of this re: 


ſpectable authority, and refer it to the 1 par- 
tial reader, whether what- T have advanced i- 
therto is not perfectly coiiſiſteut with and fups 


ported by our church; and whether õur author 


has in letter and ſpirit adhered throughout his 


book to this explanation; or whether he has 


— 


not either -ignorantly or wilfuly confoufded 


the civil with the moral law through his Wiele 


. ' 49 2 1 R LS es.w 477: Nn - 
book, which is the ground of the preſent con- 


troverſy. As to his infiſting that the W 
concerning marriage cannot be reckoned 
„among thoſe of civil polity, I ſhall only 
beg leave to refer the reader to! duft author 8 
own obſervation on one of the laws'concething 
marriage, p. 260, which, he ſays, muſt * cer 


|  tainly be looked upon as an exception from 
„ the general law :” if fo, how can We conſi- 


der either the exception; or that lay: from 


which it is excepted, as the moral la which 


admits of no deviation whatſoever? Cenſe- 


quently theſe Moſaic laws reſpecting marriage 


are the objects of civil polit.. 


5 \ : 7 Our 


225 . 


| are: fy 3 our eſtabli 
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or author very piouſly laments ** the 
of A, jog ug eſpecially 8 

is 
iſtenters. p. 306. The Diſſenters in | 
IT 1 — "wall be very happy. that * 
public afſertor of the lawfulneſs of Polygamy | 
not one of, them; ; they will not envy our 
in having ſuch a member, yea ſuch a 
der. But es fling at the Diſſen · 
— That they have many unworthy mem 
= * them, that deny the Lord that 
bt; um, may be true ; but perhaps where 
0 16 one amongſt them that has imbibed 
at pernicious, ſonous, and fatal error, thete 
* e e main- 


15 Ve WE * a ee in a note, p. 308; cams 
cerning; e antiquity of the venereal A diesc, 
and the able: 1 who has exhauſted that 
— Here 1 ſhall not pretend to diſpute 
this reverend and learned divine, who ap- 
pears to haye read much on that ſubject; pre 


(cif well ve. it in the * of this n. 
oy and 1 e faculty, | 


1 am happy to find heis is vom to he 8 


fon wt this chapter, tho? he ſtill, in almoſt the 
laſt raph, calls ſeduction, private marriages 


whilſt what we ſuper/litious, or devout pe 2.5 
call marriage, he calls marrying fo pul 
not 


- ! I Irren if our author is 


\ 


g. that moſt of my readers as well as my+ 


[9 1 
| he will for the credit of his profeſſion expunge 


that amongſt his other expreſſions and obſer- 


vations of ſimilar import from his next edition. 


And as to the expedient itſelf of obHging our 


rakes of faſhion to marry thoſe they ſeduce (or 
in out author's words, thoſe whom they have 
privanty married already) as ſoon as their 
* preſent engagements ſhall determine; I pre- 
ſume they would not be able to marry one 


tenth part of thoſe they have ſeduced 3; L beg 
his 


the author's pardon for not adopting 
1 whom they have privately mar- 
LY * . 8 5 a s | _ 2 5 + ve 


contends for ſhould ever take place, inſtead of 
adopting the line from Virgil, with which he 
winds up the whole chapter, 


.45 Fink wech 6s viego, redeunt fätunt lig e 
I ſhould beg leave to alter the reading hos 75 | | 
Inu reflit & pollen redeunt ſatanic rgb. 
1 ecannat conclude this ſubject without - 


ſerving, that wile Burnet in his thongbts 
on Polygamy, which our author gives us by 


Way of appendix to this chapter, grants that 
.* Polygamy falls ſhort of the intendment of 
* marriage, in innocency; to which ſtate, we 


8 2 . „ that 


After all, if his ſcheme that he earneſtly | 


5 
75 
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< that are under the goſpel muſt return as. near 
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L 
apoſtles, and reſtored to its firſt inſtitution, it is 
equally clear that, however Polygamy was ſuf- 
fered as an infirmity-for a time amongſt the 
fathers, that it cannot be ſo now ; but that un- 
der the goſpel one-man ſhall be married to one 


woman, and they twain (and no more) ſhall be 


one fleſh... And it , muſt be obſerved' that all 
ſuch texts as this, recommending the union of 
one man and one woman, are ſo many prohibi- 
tions of Polygamy. Indeed we may add far- 
ther, that if this firſt inſtitution of marriage 
be once broken, there is no other limitation to 
be found in Seripture; from whence. it follows; 
that if more be allowed than one, a man may 


have as many as he pleaſes; he may with Solo- 


mon have ſeven hundred wives, and three hundred 
concubines ; and with Solomon too he will find 
the lame effect; his wives turned away his heart, 
yea turned away his heart after other. gods: and 


if there are many miniſters of our author's 


ſentiments, he need not to deſpair. of prieſts to 
countenance him; even ſuch prieſts. as the 
Lord has long ſince complained of, prigſts that 
have. violated my law, and have profaned mine 


holy things; they have put no difference between the 
holy and profane, neither have they ſhewed differ- 


ence between the unclean and the clean, and I am 


praſaued among them. Ezek. Xxii. 26. 
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N Divorce 


« AVING 3 in a 3 _ pter- v. Akin 
TI confidered the nature of 1 Lawz I 
un to the article of Divorce, witk Which our 


author s his ſecond: volume: here alſo he 
_ affeQts to Keepithe Scriptures alone in vie we and 


will not all Heretics in the world pretend to do 


the ſame, at the very time the — artfully per- 
verting, wreſting, and muti 


ting che Lacred 
aracles, to ſuit — own purpoſe, ring make 


Rk zher own. e * 


Let us then-contider what the A ins Gy 
touching divorce, or the Puttin g away the wife, 


8,2. Our Lord here 9 — Hh bao | 
that. whatever-their practiee had been, and was 


at that time, that they muſt not now giwe 4 


bill of divorce for any cauſe but fornication or 
adultery: in which caſe the marriage - covenant 
is violated; and as the marriage - bond is thereby. 


; Gives, the injured party may proceed to a 


4 | formal 


* 


wives on any account, they put them away. 

But all this was à grofs miſtake and per- 
verſion of the deſign of this part of the 
Moſaic law. Now that it was not a command, 
| ven in the caſe that was mentioned, is fully 


1 ] 


P | | 
as in that other paſſage, Math, xix. g. F/hoſeever 
all put atay his wife, except it be far fornication, 
and ſbull marry another, committeth adultety, is, 


that whoſoever procures a divorce from His wife, 


unleſs the be guilty of whoredom, and marnes 
another wife, is an adulterer. There was in- 
deed a law: of divorce pretended to be extant 
among the Jews for other cauſes beſides for- 
nicatio; Deut. xxiv. 1. where it is ſaid, and 


He ſball write, we are to underſtand from the 


former fentence, and he ſhall write, which is 


not à commandment but a permiſſion; and the 


latter man ſball hate ber, that is, he ſhall hate 


her; for it is all ſuppoſition until ver. 4. where 


ſhe ĩs forbidden to her firſt huſband : this they 

miſtook for a commandment ; (ſee Ainſwortli 

Math. xix. 7. and aecordingly ftretched th 
&- that if they did not like their 


proved by our Lord's anfwer to the words 6 
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wer 3 
the Phariſces, Ny did\Mofes comMAny, Sc. 
_ our Lord replied, becauſe of the 2 

Beurre, ſuffered you: 70! put '@Tway your 

beg; but from the beginning it tuas not ſo, v. 8. 
Moſes then did not command, but only ſuffered 

3: and this Yecauſeof the hardneſs of their 

beatrs.; ; becauſe of their wicked and malicious 
difpofition; who, if they ' diſliked their. WIVES, 
and could not be. chf abel from them, would 
da them ſome miſchief: fo that this divorce was 
merely by a Jafferance- There was no relaxation 
of the lam of matrĩimony; no diſpenſin with 
the — nnd, to it, but oniy a hare ſuffetance 
_ or. permiſſion, to ent a greater.evil; perhaps 
murder. So. babe Seto 3 ; 


* 
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| But!though-this: aide was re for tha 
ſake, and out of fayaur; ta the woman yet it | 
Was not cauifimedito the woman. Our author 
will have itz pligiahati“ marriage is not forbid- 
den, or: divorce enjoined, on account of anz 
efnent ' whatſoever, on the man's 
80 Vt ifwe conſult the Jewiſh. Hiſtory 
vn ſhall find, that this! was practiſed even bs of 
the. women towards the men. Dr. Hammond, 
in bis Catechiſm, indeed peremptoxily l aſſerts 
that Us is not permitted. to ths wife toputtaway 
her huſtand. This opinion of his is moſt cer- 
tainly confuted from Mark x, 12. Hud ² 
f e 55 gut ' away. ber Huſtand, &C. CR 
"8113 | wou 


| tas þ 7 
would not have been ſaid by our Saviour, unleſs 
the divorce of the man was ſometimes uſed, 
as well as that of the woman ; and Eccleſiaſtical 

* Hiſtory informs us that Salome, ſiſter of Herod 
the Great, did it; that all the three fiſters of 
Agrippa followed the ſame example, and 

_ divorced their huſbands; Bernice, Polemon 
king of Pontus; Mariamne, Archelaus; and 
Drufilla, Azizus king of Emeſa. Juſtin Martyr 

alſo ſpeaks of a Chriſtian woman that gave 
a bill of divorce to her huſband Apolog. i. p. 

42. The Roman laws permitted the wife to 

give a bill of divorce as well as the huſband z. 
and among other nations this was no uncom- 
mon thing. That it was the cuſtom among 
the Greciaas appears from the different names 
given to the man's divorcing the wife, and the 

wie's divorcing the huſband, The one was 
called aroropry lending her away; the other 
eToAariys leaving him. „ 


Divorce then was only ſaffered; but cannot. 
be ſaid to be lawful, as it is a perverſion and 
violation of the firſt inſtitution of marriage. It 
muſt alſo be highly unreaſonable; for if they 
were common, matrimony would be a mere farce, 
vox & præterea nihil; there would be a new. 
choice of huſbands and wives on every occaſion; 
licentiouſneſs would be gratified to the full; 
children be left unprovided for; and families 
be ruined. About our Saviour's time, divorce 
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huſbands very faſt, 


Thus much reſpecting the laws concerning 


| 

| 
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was very common, and on the ſlighteſt oc- 
caſion ; eſpecially the women' threw off their 


* 


—— Sic fiunt octo mariti 
Quinque per autumnos. JV. 


But for the Chriſtian law, we know what it 
hath abſolutely determined. In the paſſage 
above referred to, Math. xix. 3, 6. we find 
the inſtitution of marriage is unalterable: thoſe 
that are thus united, according to that original 


divine appointment, are by no means to be 
ſeparated, except in caſe of the violation of the 


marriage-bed.. Thus the great law-giver 
decides; and therein determines the queſtion 


on the ſide of Shammai, that it was not law- 


ful to ſue out a divorce but for adultery or for- 


ADication. 


3 


divorce; about which our author himſelf ac- 


knowledges, p. 12, that God made general 


% laws tubject to certain exceptions, on par- 


ticular ocgaſions, and for particular, pur- 
40 ; ” | So 3 8 
poſes; and produces an inſtance. from 


Deut. xxv. 5. another reſpecting bond-maids 


Exod. xxi. i l. and another relative to the captive 


women, Deut. XX1. 14. as exceptions to the 


general law ; and yet in a number of other 
paſſages, he will peremptorily inſiſt that this 
whole law is not to be abrogated, not added to, 


nor 


1 (147 ] 
nor'diminiſhed, from, in any one tittle. What 
will not a man ſay? what ſelf-contradiQtion 
will he not be guilty of, to {ſerve a particular 
purpoſe ? But I am ſhocked beyond meaſure 
in the next page ; when, in order to maintain 
his point, he inſiſts that if Polygamy is not 
lawful, it muſt © tend to the baſtardizing 
our Saviour.” My blood runs chill whilſt I 
tranſcribe his words. However, if this argu- 
ment was to prove any thing in favour of Poly- 
gamy, it would equally hold good in defence- 
of fornication, inceſt, &c. For if we examine 
our Lord's genealogy, Math. i. 3. we read, Fudas 
begat Phares and Zara of Thain Thus is 
Pharks begotten not only by whoredom but 
inceſt, andyet he is one of our Lord's anceſ- 
tors. Thus did he who came into the world, 
and make himfelf of no reputation, but took ape 
himfelf the form of a ſervant, and became obeatent 
10 the accurſed death of the croſs for ſinners, take 
upon him the likenels of ſinful fleſh, deriving 
his human pedigree from finful anceſtors 
(though he was without fin) to ſhew that the 
| ou”: ſinners ſhould partake of the fruits of 
his incarnation. And Salmon. begat Bocas of 
Rachab, v. 5. This Rachab is mentioned by 
name, for the ſame reaſon; that in her we 
may ſee that Chriſt not only came to deliver 
thoſe that were fit for deſtruction, but to exalt 
them to the higheſt dignity. For this poor 
ſinner not only belonged to the city of Jericho, 
which the Lord had laid under a curſe, and 
| e 4 1 


„ 
commanded the Iſraelites to burn the city and 
whatſoever was in it; but was herſelf, a harlot; 

whom free grace not only delivered, but made 
her an anceſtor of our bleſſed Saviour. And 
Booz begat Obed of Ruth, who was; 4: Gentile, 
and ha Moabiteſs, and by divine appointment 
had her name enrolled in our Lord's genealogy. 
And David the king begat Solomon of ber that had 
been the wife of Urias, v. 6. Here is another 
ſtain mentioned, and we are reminded too that 
this Bathſheba had been the wife of Urias, 
whom David had ſeduced from her lawful huſ- 
band; and in order to keep poſſeſſion of her 
had procured the death of Urias; hereby teach- 
ing us, that ſinners were not caſt out by Chriſt, 
inaſmuch as he diſdained not to have ſuch 
amongſt his progenitors; and it is very obſerv- 
able in this genealogy, that we hear of no holy 
women, but rather of thoſe whom the Scrip- 
ture reproves ; that he who'thus came into the 
world becauſe of finners, and ſprung from ſin- 
ners, might blot out all their ſins. But does 
he thereby cauſe fin to be leſs finful ? If Poly- 
gamy is leſs ſinful, becauſe. it hath taken place 
among our Saviour's anceſtors,.and if he is to 
be baſtardized on that account, would not the 
fame argument hold good, as to whoredom, 
adultery, and inceſt? I refer it to the reader, 
and willingly paſs on from ſuch a blaſphemous 
expreſſion, EE OST. 
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The 


r 
The author lays much ſtreſs, p. 18, on the 
child that was born of Bathſheba by David in 


the life-time of Uriah, being called, not 2 ſon, 
but 4 manchild, by way of reproof; yet he 
owns that Nathan did call him, v. 14. ſen the 


ſen which is born unto thee: what becomes then 
of this argument? it muſt ſhare: the ſame fate 
with thoſe that have gone before. Indeed he 


ſays, Nathan uſed it in an improper ſenſe :” 


a very improper, .bold, unwarrantable conjec- 
ture truly! | 


Having now followed the author through 
this chapter of Divorce, and it being contrary 
to my deſign, as.well as exceeding the bounds 
of ſuch a tract as this, to purſue him in all his 
opinions about the Marriage- act, Population, 
Penance, Commutation, &c. Theſe being more 
of a civil than of a ſpiritual nature, and to be 
maintained more by the ſtatute and eccleſiaſti- 
cal laws of this realm, than provided for b 
the law of God, I do not conſider myſelf 
_ equally called upon, as a miniſter of Him whoſe 


kingdom is not of this world, to ſtand up as 
much in vindication of the one as the other: 1 


| nay. contend for what is only ſpiritual : 
owever, for the ſatisfaction of the reader, I 


ſhall throw together a few more curſory re- 


marks in the enſuing chapter, which ſhall con- 
- .. Clude this work, | 
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HE author, p. 39, ſeems to compli- 


ment himſelf indirectly on his © wiſdom, 
courage, and ſucceſs.” But however he may 


| 3 himſelf on the two former, God forbid 


e may ever have reaſon to boaſt of the latter! 
And though he again, p. 51, calls mar- 
« riage, according to the Bible, carnal know- 
„ ledge,” he will find that, whilſt unattended 
with the ſolemnities of marriage, it is con- 
ſidered by the learned Judge . Blackſtone, as 
licentiouſneſs and debauchery among the ſingle 
of bath ſexes, which, though this great man 
regards as very diſtinct from matrimony, and 
laments it as ſuch, p. 59, our author through 


his whole book chuſes to call by the name 


of marriage. However, he obſerves, that 


< by the Marriage- act many people are hur- 


& ried into a worſe than a clandeſtine mar- 
<« riage.” What can he. mean here? If it is 


to commit. fornication, by perſonal knowledge 


of each other without any ceremony; how 


can this be worſe ? For, according to him, it 


is neither more nor leſs in the ſight of God than 
marriage. And in order to prove, that no 
form or ceremony is needful to make it com- 
plete, he ſays, Marriage was appointed, and 
de its efſentials ſettled before there was a prieſt, 
PALS | r 


1 
or church, or ceremony ſo much as men- 
s tioned.” But here let it be remembered, 
that God condeſcended to be the prieſt; his 
preſence with our firſt parents in paradiſe con- 
ſtituted the eſſence and privileges of a church; 
and his bringing the woman to the man, the 
marriage - ceremony that made this inſtitution 
whit it is, divine. Any other ceremony was in 
the nature of the thing at that time impoſſible. 
So that ſuppoſe we could not ſolve this matter 
as we have done, it would be unfair arguing 
from impoſſibilities. He might as well prove 
the lawyfulneſs of inceſtuous marriages between 
brother and ſiſter, becauſe the children of our 


were to take place among us, and Polygamy 


eſtabliſhed by the Chriſttan religion, even 
China itſelf would liſten to the truth, 
p. 86. 1 do not know but it might, when by 
being thus adulterated it would be rendered 
palatable to the vicious taſte, and the carnal ap- 
petite. Indeed his ſcheme would comprehend 


bn this broad bottom all Jews, Turks, Infidels, 


and Heretics ; they would all fubferibe to this 
part of his creed. But I have read that the 


common people in China marry but one: wife; 


to Polygamy might probably be a greater ob- 


®; 


jection, than a recommendation of our reli- 


gion to them. Nor do I think that if our 


author was to go as a Chriſtian miſſionary 
| among 
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among them, he would be able to overcome 
* the ſuperſtitious ſcruples of thoſe unenlightened 
| Heathens: and yet ſtrange as it may ſeem, it 
is no leſs true, that the Chinefe are more popu- 
lous than moſt other nations; their increaſe 
therefore cannot be aſcribed to Polygamy. Nay, 
our author next brings a quotation, p. 88, to 
ſhew © that the whole kingdom of Tonquin,” 
« together with its king, might have been con- 
ac verted to the Chriſtian faith, unleſs the Je- 
« ſuits: had diſſuaded them from Polygamy: 
for which it ſeems thoſe enemies of Poly- 
„ gamy will anſwer at the great day.“ If they 
had nothing elſe to anſwer. for, I profeſs 1 
would rather.ſtand with them than with him. 
But it ſeems the Jeſuits hindered their con- 
„ verſion:“ Is this ſound divinity ? Is this the 
language of the church of England? Yea, is 
this agreeable to the oracles of God, which de- 
clare that none are born again but f the Ho,, 
__Ghiſt; that they are made willing in the day cf 
Bit power ; and that this comes nor! of blood, 
nor of the will of the flefh, nor of the will of man, 
but of "God? If ſo, could all the Jeſuits of 
the Romiſh church hinder their converſion g 
or could all the Polygamiſts of the Proteſtant 
church effect it? I trow no. 
ö 115 1 xd B 5 „ 111 
Our author mattes a diſtinction, p. 90, be- 
tween | Polygyny and Polygamy ; +. the one, he 
ſays, is the having more. women than one; 
and the other is having more 4vves than _ - 
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but if the having a woman is tlie marrying 
her; methinks it is, as the ſchooltnen fay, a 
diſtinction without a difference. Speaking in 
the next page of the French gallantry, and 


comparing it with: the Turkiſh ſeraglios, he 


ſays, How far we have been imitating the 
French, I leave others to determine: And 


how far this writer wiſhes, the Engliſh to imi- 


tate the Turks, by having a ſeraglio in their 


own houſes, moſt of my readers, I believe, have 


determined al read. 3 
„ 


117 badtre * 25 R „ 4 5 | 
But to oppoſe this, may be ealled r 
ubt,. 


tion by qur author; for with a view, no 
to his grand ſubject, he ſpeaks of ** men raiſed 
up from time totime in the church, whodared- 


4 to attack the ſuperſtition of the day; this, 


ehe adds, is the foremoſt of thoſe ſecond 
„ cauſes, by which the truth hath been pre- 
<<. ſerved, p. 102. and it is well that there are 
others raiſed up, by divine Providence, not 
only to oppoſe ſuperſtition, but fidelity and 
blaſphemy ; as there have been from time to 


time, and ſtall are, men in the church, who: 


dare to adulterate or oppoſe the truth; which 
is to be reckoned among the principal cauſes, 
by which error has crept in, been main- 
tained, and propagated amongſt us. It may 


indeed . flatter the pride of the heart, when 


« ſome.ſcheme of ſeeming piety is invented, 


„Which bidg fair to ſet: the projector, in his 


895 on 


* 


4 
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% own opinion at teaſt, above the level of more 
4 ſeriptural profeſſors. p. 117, — ner 
our e e this from ws pu 


The . ting Laake wnie: of is neee 
tion on the ſeverity of our *4aws which would 
hang a man that has two wives, wv I, 
«; eee Ws e, "ge p: 13% A 9/0) 
14 8 E 4303 8! 
wes ſieves fee a gentleman that held this doe- 
trine, and wanted to reduce it to prackide j nay” 
was for carrying it farther, and wiſhed that 
all mien and women were to livt in a ſtate 
of nature as the brats dreation; with other 
notions::equallyo pious: and virtuos Te did 
not indeed come to the gallows, for he ſhot 
himſelf through-the head with 4 piſtsl; and 
thus was his owůnrl executioner“ What an 
awful cataſtrophe do? ſach horrid principles: as 
theſe lead to! But where is the r chat 
5 fuch cauſes Drag ae e cles! 37 840 
f l 3 213131150; « Ip 
© * author now amuſes ust 18 

of a certain pious old woman 3 aud as le J. 
ſo fond of anecdotes, I will relate to him ate 
of another pious old woman, whom a reverend 
drome was jeering on account of her religior 
(perhaps too he might eall it it ſuperſtikion, 
juſt as Our author does many things of chat 
: nature) 'Do#or, ſaid ſhe, you may ea "and 
banter N is 2 phaſes but; NO in 


fed 7 W- Go 


L 285. J. 
Cad, qu mill neuer be able ta, laugh: the . rut 
of 7 is hh nnr E ke, Mt tn # Heap on are 


5 rience. 
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Once more atleaſt before wec: 8 
this, author's book, we meet with his two 
favourite e the Levitical law, Ex. xxii. 
1: and D eut, xxii, 28, 29. 1 hope this will 
the laſt time, as he has been ringing changes 
on them (like Whittington and bis bells) more 
than twenty. times in the courſe of this work, 
p. 168. Commenting, 1 truſt; for the laſt 
= on theſe words, he adviſes the reader 


+. to. lay don his book and take up a better,” 


p- 121. f The beſt advice I have met with 1 In 


all his treatiſe, and ver: eaſily to be put in 


practice; for 1 doubt, if we had as many books 
as there are in the Bodleian ibrary at Oxford, 
whether we could meet with a worſe; there“ 
fore let me adviſe thee alſo, reader, to, iber de it 
down, and neyer takeit up again." 


| oy OM belp. - IG that 3 eee. 
| among. other. things, that girls are taught to 
reliſh , the lewdnei IN the 9 850 aud to mix 
in the diverſions of public a :mblies,. p. 196. 
But how can we expect a reformation on this 
head among the laity, when ſome % our- 
clergy can carry their daughters to the Gpera 
Houſe, to reliſh the beauties of the ſinging 
. Aneing o ns Italian N _ 
5 = an 


2 
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R as if that could not Latisfy, introduce them 

to their own houſes for the additional —_ 
of private amuſement, 


We come now to 4 woman of 8 
P. 203, He wireſts that whole Scripture, 
a Nh \contradifts our Lord himſelf, by chu- 
ſing to ſuppoſe © ſhe had 4g fried her is 
uſband, who was ftill alive, and that 
= therefore the lived in ad ultery with ano- 
% ther man, who could not properly be 
4e ſtiled her huſband.” Now if he was i ill 
alive, how could ſhe ſay, Fhave no huſband? nay 
and our Lord confirms it, in that ſalgſi thou truly: | 
ſhe would have lied, if he was alive; and our 
Saviour in ſuch a caſe muſt be ſu ppoſed to con- 
fim the falſhood. | So that it a pears ſhe had 
not deſerted her üfth huſband, bat — hob _ 
dead; and it is equally true that the 
now lived with was'not her huſband ; es - 
the living together as man and wife doth not 
conſtitute pr. in the fight, of God. Qur 
author's ſuppoſition is not only as groundleſs 
as his others have been, but reflects t e greateſt 
diſhonour on our Lord, i in yay to a Ws 
pwn hypotheſis, PI 


He fo oſes, p. 416, chat God e not ee 
| 5 — 8 us, for our imitation, a people recorded in 
Heb. vi. 12. if they lived in Aa. Certainly he 
did not for our imitation in thing, in their 
errors, or in their fins; for 1 preſume they 
| were 


< 


i 


Do „Lin 
were not perfect, as many of them fell into 
theſe things occaſionally through temptation and 
remaining corruption, which even our author 
himſelf would not attempt to vindicate. How- 
ever, rather than not vindieate the illuſtrious 
worthies of the preſent day, he ſcruples not to 
eall the opinion of there being no marriage 
where: there is no ceremony ** a miſchievous 
4 and antiſcriptural he,” and laments in the 


ſame note, p. 224, that the unfortunate Miſs 
»P +» | 


<<. R. was not conſidered, as ſhe ought, as the 
* wife of the noble Earl with whom ſhe co- 
c habited. Whether his lordſhip will con- 
ſider our author's recording this tranſaction 
as a compliment, or whether he adopts thoſe 
fentiments and looks upon a kept miſtreſs as a 
wife, I know not. Or how far his lordſhip 
may conſider our author's reflection as ſcan- 
dalum magnatum, he ought to be well aware, 
(having been once a lawyer by yn leſt 
he ſhould incur a præmunire. But I imagine 
many of our nobility will very well like this 
doctrine, and in their life-time might be pleaſed 
with ſuch a. chaplain or a father-confeflor ; but 
when they l upon a death-bed, and find that 
this ſalvo will not prove an opiate either in 
4 retroſpective or proſpective view, they will 
ſay perhaps, as a nobleman once did, whoſe 
lady was a pious woman, My lords chaplain 
will not. do at this time, I muſi have my lady's 
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im p. 266, our author ſays, e it would. in 
« become a writer on the e this chapter. 
t to ſpare the pains, of onee again confidering | 
< theſe dangerous but faſhionable tenets, name, 
« ly, that the law is ſuperſeded by that of the 

Goſpel. This idea has ſo often occurxed, 
and been anſwered already, that 1 ſhall, only 

remark here his amazing tautolo y, not only. 

in this chapter, but in this whole ſecond 
volume. Nor do 1 know what end 1 anfwers 
but to ſwell the work; which. indeed is a good 
end in effect, as it makes his treatiſe more 

expenſive, aud e waner e ae W 

chaſe N. 3» FIC Ty 


Still N on 2 ame weng, our: . ge 
chor aſks (as i the queſtion was unanſwęrahle) 
Where does Chriſt authorize the man who 
<4 has taken a virgin to put ber away?” 
p. 298. Here I would aſk. in, my-turn, where 
does he authorize, Wing, a virgin at all, unleſs 
it be for the purpoſe of marriage according to 
the divine inſtitution? I hear our Lord 
elare, that out of the wicked heart , roceed for 
weations, as well as: murders, adult eries , bl * 
Alrmiet, Kc. Math. xv. 19, 20. Again, h. 
puts another queſtion, in as peremptory a mane, 
ner as the former, where does he deny that 

che ee joined to her makes her the 

mans wife? To this. reply. once more, 
that the being jo oined to a woman, according to. 
| 7 divine inſtitution, means ſomething; 2 
than 


des, 


1. 0 1 


thah the bare union of the perſons; ; and that a. 
mah may be jvined to a Hurlot, who! muſt be 


his wife- on his ſuppoſition, 1 Cor. vi. 16. 
As to our Lord s meaning, we are not at a os 


to know it; becauſe he refers to the origi 


inſtitutlon of marriage by God 1 wh 


we' have before taken notice of. | 
JC £7 Yo wit Do ond 


Our author has drawn up a ver PR 
ſpUbpiſio,p; 332, that T cannot paſs over, as 
herthigks'it nm be denied; viz.“ Nothing 
_— be bf the 'efſence of marriage in Gd 

„ fight, But tflat which he hath himſelf or- 
4 damed und revenled as ſuch in his wor 


TTL 


4 but, no outward marriage ceremony: as eſe 


«, ſontial to marriage” in his fight, hath God 
<«/ordaltied und revealed in his word There- 


fore no ſuch ceremony can be of che eſſe 


of marrlage in God's fight.“ 1 4 8 
mitior propoſition; viz; But no Sword mar- | 
© xriage- eeremony, as eſſential to marriage in 

«* his ſight, hath G68'ordained and revealed in 
„his word.” For God's bringing the woman 


to the man was the tnatriage-cereniony, eſſen- 


tial to it inn his fight, which he then'bidained 


= hath revealed” in nls word: and indeed as 


was the beſt that ever could be deviſed, fv 
tis I have" hinted before) it was the only ane 


the eaſe then could admit of; and the nearer 
eur matriage- ceremony or that of any other 


Fountry” comes to chat PR * more il 1s 
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to be ref A 
to his ee _ more TOE to gr ls: 


_ ory 


The poker; is not wi of his — 
1 giving the reader ſomething entertaining 
once more. This may account for his intro- 
ducing the old ſtory of the bottle- conjurer, 


352. But here I ſhall take my leave of his 
ries, as well as his other equally groundleſs 


. and unſeriptural fancies reſpecting Folygamy; 


only replying _—_ for all, in anſwer to his ob- 
ſervation, p. 360, that ſome. pexſons make a 
«* difference between the Old Teſtament and 
Ney in point of moral obligation.” No, not 
in point af moral obligation i but is there no 
difference reſpecting th e ceremonial, the judi- 
cial, and the moral aw? I hope it is made 
fully to appear in the preſent, eſſay; and that 
| whilſt the latter is of perpetual force, the t two - 
former can have 0 pothble obligation on 
WOOL: chmee IPE . n Wnt pit 


5 f now, . eee 
curſory, obſervations on this author's —— 
froma principle of n cannot conclude = 
without lamenting that there ſhould; be found 
| wy who, after much aht and 
775 bet — — 


_ greateſt reproach on * ers e 
5 obſtinate, and CT e God! 


+ 
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'; . Whenthis is the caſe, how can it otherwiſe be 
than that Chriſt ſhould be wounded in the 
_ *,, houſe of his pretended friends, that his church 
-,- * fhould- be grieved and oftended, and the ene- 


mies of the Lord ſhould triumph! But let 


profeſſors be what they will, the truths of reli- 
gion are. ſtill the ſame ; the foundation of God 
flandeth ſure, though thoſe that profels the 
name,of Chriſt depart not from iniquity. There 


have been from the beginning tares among the 


8 


in the apoſtle's days, who begun in ths ſpirit and 


ended in the fleſb, turning the grace gf God. into 
Jaſciviouſneſs 3 there have been thoſe who have 
made Chrft the aniniſter of in; who, when they 
ſpoke great 7 Words of vanity, allured 
thr ough the. 4 ſts. of #be fleſÞ, thr ough much Wane 
 Zonneſs, thoſe: that! were clean eſcaped from them 
who lived in error. While they promiſed them 
liberty, they themſelves were the. ſervants of cor- 
ruption; for of wham- a man is overcome, of the 


they have , eſcaped, the pollutions of the world, 
trough the knowledge of the Lord and Saviour 
Jeſus Chriſt, they. are again entangled therein 
and overcome, the latter end is worſe with them 
Zhan. the. beginning, 2 Pet. ii. 18. 20. But 
theſce things are ſuffered for wiſe ends, and 
| ,graciqufly over- ruled 25 good to the cauſe of 


41 ; God. 


tt 


aghinſt the po 
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7 vwer of godlineſs. What if any 
Who have profeſſed the Goſpel by their wicked 
works deny it, it Had been better for them never 
to have been born; but this cannot affect the 
truths of che Goſpel. The dreadful falls and 


apoſtaſy of many in the preſent day, Hliniſters 


as well as others, are awful and ularing: 


Whilſt ſpiritual pride on the one hand, or a 
Laodicean thikewartineſs on the other, ever 


necompamied with neglect of private commu- 


mon with God, evidently mark a departure bf 
Heart from the Lofd; and generally pave the 
way for ſuch ſhameful falls and preſump- 


tuous condact,” as plunge the ſoul into the 


_ deepeſt guilt, and harden the conſcience; a 


this often in proportion to former attainfnehts; 


© "hence the Higher the profeſſion, che lower the 


w! fall! Hence that love of pleaſure on the one 
r hand, and that conformity to the world en łhe 
other, that we fee and lament in theſe Who 


once bade fair for the kingdom of God, nay, 


ho once bore a public teſtimony againſt 
thoſe things! None are fo ſucceſsful inſtru- 
ments in the ſervice of Satan, as 'thofe-that 


are 


5 10% Þ. ETC. 
God. They" twent out from us, but they wers 
not of us ; © for if they had been. of ths, thy 
would, no doubt, hade continued with us; but 
they went out, that they might be made manifeſt, -. 
that they were not all & us, 1 John ii. 19. 
But w e any nue ſhipwreck of Juith 


cience, this is no argument 


FF ; 
ae wolves in fbeeps cloathing. © Theſe he makeg 
the molt effectual ule of, as means of bringing 
S ethers into ſin. But what a dreadful ſtate, 
not only thus to deny the Lord that bought 
zem, not only to bring on their own fouls. 
'  ferft defiruttion, but to have the blood of others 
_ © Þlymgat their door; others, emboldened to fin 
' - * through their precepts or their examples! 
What guilt muſt this bring on the conſcience ! 


by 


24 if were awith an hot iron. But the time 
will come, when guilt, that has been long con- 
. -,* cealed, ſhall be brought to light; when fnners 

t Zion fhall be afraid, and fearfulneſs fball 
' =, June the: aypocrete. i > 


But let me entreat my readers to be aſ- 
ſured, that though many profeſſors adorn not the 
doctrine of God our Saviour, nor walk as becometh 
thoſe that profeſs godlineſs, there is a reality in 
the doctrine of the Goſpel, which, wherever it 
js experienced in the heart, and atteſted by the 
ſpirit of God to the conſcience, cannot but 
evidence itſelf by thoſe .fruits of righteouſneſs, 
. which are by Jeſus Chrift to the praiſe and glory 
F God. Thoſe, who are thus divinely influen- 
ced, inſtead of hardening others by pernicious 
| writings and bad examples, will reprove, con- 
found, and put is filence the ignorance of foalifh 
| then by well doing: the world ſhall 7ake Ano. 
ledge of them that ans been with Feſus; and 


they 


C 


Unnleſs, which is often the caſe, the conſcience | 
becomes hereby inſenſibly hardened, and ſeared © 


1 


Fear; and, whilſt by grace they are landing, 
they will tage heed, and watch and pray, Ie they © 
fall. Thus, whilſt they are ſenſibly affected 
and grieved at the fall of others, and jealous 


* 


T7 


will indeed have ſuch views of their own re- 


maining imperfections, and be ſo alarmed by 
the diſhonourable falls of others, who did onde 0 


run well, that they vill not be high-minded but 


over their own hearts, they will /ook to the rock 


that is higher than them; in him they ſhall find 


righteouſneſs and firength-; his grace ſhall be ſuf 
 ficrent for them, and his rows 


be 'made per fect 
in their weakneſs. They will ſee by daily ex- 


perience, that nothing ſhort of divine power can 


keep them from falling, yea into the deepeſt fins. 


When they hear our Lord's warnings, they are 


ready to cry, Lord, is it I? and. whilſt they 


bear a faithful teſtimony in public and private 
againſt ſin, they will mourn over and pray for 
every backſliding ſinner, that he may repent of 


his wickedneſs, and that the thought of his heart may 
be forgiven, even though they perceiue him for the 
preſent 10 be in the gall of bitterneſs and in the 
bond of iniquity : And though they cannot but 
Judge of the erroneous principles of others by 


their conduct and practice (according to our. 


1 
+ 


Lord's rule, by their fruits ye ball bnoto them) 


| and warn their fellow-chriſtians/leſt they ſplit 
on the ſame rocks, they do, from a conſciouſ- 
neſs of their-own weakneſs, and proneneſs to 


ſin, 


1 


LE 
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they ſhall be as burning and ſhining lights in the © © \ 
' midſt of a crooked and perverſe generation. They 


* 
* 
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. Lord, ſave or J muſt 1 1 keeß ME 
From prefumprucus fins; cleanſe ME from m 

» feeret faults; let thy blood waſh ME, and thine 

2 everlaſting arms be underneath ME; thus fhall 

vl CS er from preſumptuous ſins, that th 

= 'D not have . 5 ; 44 ball T * 

: Leßt upright, and T ſhall be innocent from ſuch 

great tranſgreſſions. And ſure J am, they will 

join with me in praying, that the author of 

the 8 under our preſent conſideration me « 
2 be an ornament to that truth whic 

rough him has been evil ſpoken of, and when 

any of us, the miniſters of the Goſpel, have 

5 Feen experienced what man is, the moment 

he is left to himſelf, may we ſtill find that Jeſus 

can pardon all fins, and heal eve fickneſs and 

'. . diſeaſe among the people! May the cry of each 

„of us be, Caft me not away from thy preſence, and 

lia not thy, holy ſpirit rom me!] Reftore unto me 

be goy of thy ſalvation, and uphold me with thy 

| Free ſpirit T hen (inſtead of encouraging and , 


= and foners ſhall be converted unto thee. This, I 


that has dared to maintain publickly ſuch- 
' tenets as are contrary to God's Word, repug- 
nant to Morality, and ſhocking to common 
Deceney. 


F 1 N 1-8 


truſt, will not be thought an unkind wiſh for 
any miniſter whatſoever; eſpecially auy one 
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